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URBAN  HASS  TRANSPORTATION  ACT 
FY  1987-88  PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
FOR  SECTION  9 FUNDS 
FOR  ALL  URBANIZED  AREAS  WITHIN  THE 
SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  REGION 


BACKGROUND 

In  1982  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Act  was  amended  to  include  a new 
block  grant  program  for  public  mass  transportation  under  Section  9.  The 
Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration  (UMTA)  apportions  these  Section  9 
funds  to  the  many  urbanized  areas  in  the  nation.  The  funds  may  be  used  for 
planning,  for  capital  projects,  or  for  operating  assistance,  or  any  mix  of 
these  activities.  Under  this  program  an  agency  can  prepare  and  submit  a 
single  application  and  budget  for  a block  grant  to  fund  a group  or  program 
of  projects,  instead  of  preparing  several  applications  for  individual 
projects,  each  requiring  its  own  budget. 

State  law  designates  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  as 
the  regional  transportation  planning  agency  for  the  nine-county  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area.  MTC  is  also  the  designated  recipient  for  Urban  Mass 
Transportation  Act  funds  for  the  two  largest  urbanized  areas  in  the  region 
- San  Jose  and  San  Francisco/Oakland.  The  Governor  of  the  State  of 
California  serves  as  the  designated  recipient  for  the  four  smaller 
urbanized  areas  within  the  region  - Antioch/Pittsburg,  Santa  Rosa,  Napa  and 
Fairfield.  Among  other  things,  a designated  recipient  is  required  to 
develop  a program  of  projects  to  be  funded  pursuant  to  Section  9,  in 
consultation  with  interested  parties  including  private  transportation 
providers.  Therefore,  MTC  has  developed  this  program  of  projects  for  the 
two  larger  urbanized  areas  in  the  region.  The  State,  through  its 
Department  of  Transportation  (Caltrans),  has  agreed  that  MTC  should  also 
develop  the  program  of  projects  for  the  four  smaller  urbanized  areas  in  the 
region. 

PROCESS 

MTC,  in  cooperation  with  the  public  mass  transportation  operating  agencies, 
has  prepared  this  proposed  FY  1987-88  Program  of  Projects  for  Section  9 
funds  for  all  of  the  urbanized  areas  within  the  region.  It  includes 
projects  to  be  implemented  by:  the  Alameda  Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

(AC  Transit);  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District  (BART); 
the  California  Department  of  Transportation  (Caltrans);  the  Central  Contra 
Costa  Transit  Authority  (CCCTA);  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  & 
Transportation  District  (GGBHTD);  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
(Muni);  the  San  Mateo  County  Transit  District  (SamTrans);  the  Santa  Clara 
County  Transit  District  (SCCTD);  the  cities  of  Santa  Rosa,  Vallejo,  Napa 
and  Fairfield,  and  the  County  of  Sonoma. 
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Activities  Included  In  the  Program  of  Projects  are  Intended  to  maintain  or 
Improve  existing  transit  services  within  the  region.  Improvement  projects 
include  the  construction,  reconstruction  and  rehabilitation  of  maintenance 
facilities,  the  purchase  of  transit  stations,  vehicles,  and  various  parts 
and  equipment,  and  other  capital  projects  to  Increase  service  reliability, 
capacity  and  safety  of  the  region's  public  transportation  systems. 

Information  about  these  projects  has  been  furnished  by  the  respective 
transit  operators  to  private  transportation  providers  to  enable  them  to 
provide  comment  on  the  Program  of  Projects  at  the  public  hearing. 

The  total  cost  of  the  Program  of  Projects  is  based  on  an  estimated  federal 
appropriation  for  the  Section  9 Program  for  FY  1988,  plus  some  carryover 
of  prior  year  funds.  Negotiations  are  in  progress  for  the  possible  purchase 
of  unused  Section  9 funds  from  other  urbanized  areas  in  the  country  for  use 
in  the  San  Jose  Urbanized  Area.  In  the  absence  of  federal  appropriations 
or  actual  apportionments,  MTC  has  estimated  that  some  $101  million  will  be 
available  for  use  in  the  San  Francisco/Oakland  and  San  Jose  Urbanized 
Areas,  with  an  additional  $2  million  available  for  the  Santa  Rosa,  Napa  and 
Fairfield  Urbanized  Areas.  Additional  funds  are  available  for  use  in  the 
Antioch/Pittsburg  Urbanized  Area,  but  there  are  no  claims  for  these  funds 
at  the  present  time.  In  the  event  that  actual  appropriations  are 
significantly  lower  than  what  MTC  has  estimated,  the  Section  9 program  will 
be  subject  to  reevaluation.  Cutbacks  may  eliminate  some  projects  from  the 
program,  and  reduce  the  funding  for  others. 

PROGRAM  DESCRIPTION 

All  of  the  projects  included  in  the  Section  9 Program  of  Projects  for  the 
1987-88  fiscal  year  are  listed  by  transit  operator  for  each  urbanized  area. 
The  list  shows  the  cost  and  the  amount  of  current  year  Section  9 funds 
needed  for  each  project,  and  serves  as  an  index  to  the  individual  Project 
Justification  Worksheets.  The  Project  Justification  Worksheets  provide  the 
following  detailed  information: 

* the  name  of  the  implementing  transit  agency 

* the  project  name 

* the  project  description,  including  the  nature  of  the  project  and 
the  amount  and  kind  of  equipment  to  be  purchased,  or  the 
location  and  extent  or  construction  or  rehabilitation 

* a project  class  code,  identifying  the  capital  items  involved  in 
standard  nomenclature 

* references  to  the  location  of  the  project  in  the  operator's 
latest  Short  Range  Transit  Plan  (SRTP)  and  MTC's  Transportation 
Improvement  Program  (TIP). 

* the  proposed  funding  for  the  project,  showing  sources  and 
amounts  of  federal  funds  and  required  local  match 

* any  prior  UMTA  funding,  with  both  sources  and  amounts 

* the  type  and  status  of  any  environmental  assessment 

* private  sector  participation  compliance  checklist 

* the  planning  justification  for  the  project 
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FY  1987-88  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
SAN  FRANCISCO-OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 
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URBANIZED  AREA 
SAM  FRAME  I SCO- OAKLAND 


APPORTIONMENT: 

FY  1986-87  Carryover 

1400,063 

FY  19B7-BB  Estimate 

481,045,527 

Total 

481,445,610 

OESIBNATED  RECIPIENT : 
Betropolitan  Transp.  Commission 

UTflA  Sec. 9 

Cumulative 

Local 

Total 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 

(Dollars) 

Total 

Matcn 

1967-88  Cost 

OPERATiKt  assistance 

AC  TRANSIT 

7,500,752 

BART 

CALTRftkS 

0 

650,045 

CCCTA 

1,411,085 

GGBp.TL 

1,754,349 

SAN  FRANCISCO  NUN! 

6,934,648 

SAMTRAr.S 

1,635,60? 

VAllEJC 

213,242 

Subtotal 

22,099,726 

22,099,726 

CAPITAL  PROJECT 

AC  TRANSIT 

56  <v-tt  Replacement  Buses 

7,056,000 

1,764,000 

6,620,000 

Subtotal 

7,056,000 

29,155,726 

1,764,000 

8,620,000 

BAFT 

Station  Backup  Power 

1,452,096 

363,025 

1,615,123 

Subtotal 

1,452,096 

30,607,82b 

3tl't25 

1,815,123 

CAlTRAIN 

Track  Rehabilitation  (SFO) 

3,155,502 

78E, 876 

3,944,376 

Subtotal 

3,155,502 

33,763,326 

788,876 

3,944,378 

CCCTA 

6 Replacement  Buses 

756,000 

189,000 

945,000 

4 Expansion  Buses  (Basic) 

504,000 

126,000 

630,000 

6 Expansion  Buses 

756,000 

189,000 

945,000 

Subtotal 

2,016,000 

504,000 

2,520,000 

35,779,328 
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66BHTD 


3C  Replacement  Buses 

5,  MO,  000 

Ferry  Radar  l P.A.  Repl. 

135,200 

Subtotal 

5,175,200 

s.f.  nun: 

5 Diesel  Bus  Replacement 

£63,970 

Narket  St.  Improvements 

9,277,340 

Netro  Accessibility  Improvements 

99,134 

Ne«  Fa'-eboxes 

3,205,440 

Storage 'Namt.  Facilities  Rehab. 

2,677,420 

Woods  Facility  Rehab. 

10,000,000 

Trolley  Ovhb  Rehab:  30  Stktn 

2,247,200 

LRv  Ove-head  Lines  Naint.  Veh. 

967,241 

LRV  Specifications 

890,400 

Subtotal 

30,248,145 

SANTRAN5 

34  Replacement  Buses 

5,498, 42b 

40  60-Ft  Replacement  Buses 

9,622,604 

Subtotal 

15.321,030 

VALLEJO 

16  Replacement  Buses 

2,368,49c 

6 Expansion  Buses 

660,176 

Subtotal 

3,266,672 

1,260,000 

6,300,000 

33,800 

169,000 

1,293,600 

6,469,000 

40,954,52E 

170,993 

654,963 

2,319,335 

11 ,59t,£75 

24,764 

123.918 

801,360 

4,006,800 

719,355 

3,596,775 

2,500,000 

12,500,000 

561,600 

2,609,000 

241,610 

1,209,051 

222,600 

1,113,000 

71,202,673 

7,562,037 

37,810, 1B2 

1,374,60c 

2,455,651 

6,673,032 

12,276,255 

8b, 523. 703 

3,830,257 

19,151,267 

597,124 

2,965,620 

220,044 

1,100,220 

69,792,375 

817,166 

4,065,64' 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Francisco/Oakland 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  Alameda  Contra  Costa 
Transit  District 
Program  Number:  CA-90-X2. 


Estimated  Apportionment 
for  FY  1988:  $81,045,527 

Carryover  Funds:  $ 400,083 

Transfer  Funds:  $ -0- 

Total  Funds  Available:  $81,445,610 


Project  Description 
I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1 . Replacement  Buses 
Subtotal  Capital 


Local 

$1,764,000 

$1,764,000 


Federal 

$ 7,056,000 
$ 7,056,000 


Total 

$ 8,820,000 
$ 8,820,000 


II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE  for  period  from  July  1,  1987  to  June 


TOTALS: 


$60,628,572 

$62,392,572 


$ 7,500,752 
$14,556,752 


$68,129,324 

$76,949,324 


(4963a/7) 

(10-7-87) 
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PROJECT  BUDGET  WORKSHEET 


For  the  Period: 
Transit  Operator: 
Designated  Recipient: 
(1) 


July  1,  198?  - June  30.  1938 


Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC) 
Total  Operating  Expenses 


0 

Operators  Salaries  & Wages 

$ 34,698,000 

0 

Other  Salaries  & Wages 

24,269,000 

0 

Fringe  Benefits 

30,671,000 

0 

Services 

5,214,000 

0 

Fuel  & Oil 

3,645,000 

0 

Tires  & Tubes 

1,110,000 

0 

Other  Materials  and  Supplies 

7,906,000 

0 

Casualty  & Liabilities 

4,897,000 

0 

Purchased  Transportation 

76,000 

0 

Uti  lities 

1,886,000 

0 

Taxes 

989,000 

0 

Other 

649,000 

0 

Leases  & Rentals 

1 ,464,000 

TOTAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

$117,474,000 

(2) 

Less  Elimination 

0 

Interest 

$ 640,000 

0 

UMTA  Section  8 Project 

160,000 

0 

Other 

10,355,676 

TOTAL  ELIMINATION 

$ 11,155,676 

(3) 

Eligible  Operating  Expenses 

$106,318,324 

(4) 

Less  Farebox  and  Other  Revenue 

Not 

Included  as  Local  share 

0 

Less  Farebox  Revenue 

$ 38,189,000 

TOTAL  FAREBOX  AND  OTHER  REVENUE 
APPLIED  AGAINST  ELIGIBLE  EXPENSES 

NOT  INCLUDED  AS  LOCAL  SHARE  $ 38.189.000 

(5)  Net  Project  Cost  $ 68.129.324 

(6)  Local  Share 

o Property  Taxes  $ 19,109,000 

o Local  Transportation  Funds  25,424,713 

o Sales  Tax  (AB  1107)  15,238,163 

o Advertising  480,000 

0 STA/AB  1335  376,696 

LOCAL  SHARES  $ 60.628.572 

(7)  Net  Expenses  before  Applying  UMTA  Funds  $ 7.500.752 

(8)  UMTA  Funds  Requested  - Section  9 $ 7.500.752 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  40-ft  Replacement  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

56  40-ft  Replacement  Buses 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  V-41-V-45  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-14 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $7,056,000  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $1,764,000  Bridge  Tolls 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $8,820,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115  (b)  (20)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix  H, 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 
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Page  2 


AC  56  40-Ft . Buses 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  District's  Bus  Replacement  Program  prescribes  the  replacement  of  buses  that 
have  exceeded  their  useful  life.  The  Program  establishes  an  acceptable  bus  life 
of  12  years  and  identifies  those  buses  that  need  replacement.  The  SRTP  presents 
current  status  and  future  replacement  needs  and  establishes  an  even  replacement 
program  for  an  active  fleet  of  850  buses  with  a vehicle  life  of  12  years.  An 
even  bus  replacement  program  calls  for  71  bus  replacements  each  year.  However, 
because  of  the  new  buses  obtained  over  the  last  few  years,  the  District  will 
continue  to  use  the  smaller  bus  replacement  number  (56  buses)  until  it 
determines  that  the  larger  number  should  be  used. 

Currently  the  District  has  approximately  320  buses  which  exceed  the  12  year 
standard.  The  56  buses  to  be  replaced  annually  over  the  next  5 years  more  than 
exceed  the  12  year  standard  (average  age  at  time  of  funding  « 14  years)  and  have 
a documented  history  of  maintenance  malfunctions.  Annually  the  maintenance 
history  of  the  buses  will  be  reviewed  to  determine  which  56  buses  will  be 
replaced.  Age  will  be  a factor.  However,  those  buses  over  12  years  old 
requiring  extensive  maintenance  will  be  replaced  in  the  first  program  year.  A 
list  of  56  buses  to  be  replaced  will  be  updated  and  submitted  annually  with  the 
Section  9 application. 

The  purchase  of  replacement  buses  shall  include  approximately  3 spare 
engine/transmission  packages.  The  additional  3 spare  engine/transmission 
packages  will  bring  the  total  number  of  spare  packages  for  the  District's  850 
coach  fleet  in  conformance  with  UMTA  standards  as  established  under  UMTA  Section 
3 and  its  Circular  C-9030.1A,  Appendix  D.  Buses  shall  be  equipped  with 
electronic  fareboxes,  two-way  radios,  electronic  headsigns,  brake  retarders  and 
wheelchair  lifts  and  appropriate  accessories. 

PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  - SUPPLEMENTAL  INFORMATION 

The  Private  Sector  will  be  invited  to  comment  on  the  above  project  at  a public 
hearing  held  each  year  in  conjunction  with  other  regional  transit  operators  and 
coordinated  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission.  This  public  hearing 
is  not  referenced  in  our  SRTP.  The  private  sector  is  notified  of  this  hearing 
via  newspaper  ads  and  through  a mailing  to  private  sector  providers.  In 
addition,  our  Research  and  Planning  Department  annually  invites  comments 
regarding  the  draft  SRTP  at  a public  hearing.  Reference  to  that  hearing  can  be 
found  in  Appendix  I of  the  1987-1991  SRTP. 


(4944a) 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Francisco/Oakland 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit 
Di strict 

Program  Number:  CA-90-X2. 


Estimated  Apportionment 
for  FY  1988: 
Carryover  Funds: 
Transfer  Funds: 

Total  Funds  Available: 


Project  Description 
I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20/Funding: 

1 . Station  Backup  Power 
TOTALS: 


Local  Federal 


$ 363,025  $1,452,098 

$ 363,025  $1,542,098 


( 4963a / 8 ) 
(10-7-87) 


$81,045,527 
$ 400,083 

$ -0- 
$81 ,445,610 


Total 


$1,815,123 

$1,815,123 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  BART 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Station  Backup  Power  (20HB) 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  and  install  equipment  and  batteries  to  upgrade  the  essential  power 
systems  in  train  control  rooms. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (21)  Other  Electrification 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pages  4,15-16,  76,79  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-17 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,452,098  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%)  $ 363,025  Bridge  Tolls 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $2,354,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  Programmed  for  Section  9 funding  FY  1986-87 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115(b)  (23)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Sec.  15301  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  See  #12  Below. 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  See  #12  Below. 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 


(4944a) 
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BART  Station  Backup  Power 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Certain  BART  train  control  and  communications  equipment  Is  supplied  by 
essential  power  systems.  These  systems  provided  uninterruptible  power  during 
station  power  outages  and  Isolate  the  supplied  equipment  from  utility  power 
system  transient  disturbances.  Currently,  uninterruptible  power  systems  (UPS) 
furnish  this  essential  power. 

The  original  Installations  are  now  loaded  to  a point  that  certain  critical 
equipment  is  not  supplied  by  uninterruptible  power  systems.  New  projects  such 
as  ICS,  Cable  Plant  and  RADCOM  are  complete  or  underway.  Some  functions  which 
are  presently  supplied  by  essential  power  will  be  replaced,  but  total  demand 
will  be  significantly  greater  than  the  existing  essential  power  capacity. 
Providing  additional  essential  power  would  Improve  availability  of  voice  and 
data  communications  between  central  control  and  field  locations.  Thus,  during 
periods  of  loss  of  power  from  the  local  utility,  train  delays  would  be 
minimized. 

The  scope  of  this  project  is  to  provide  for  design,  furnishing,  and 
Installation  of  equipment  and  batteries  to  upgrade  the  essential  power  systems 
In  the  train  control  rooms  of  31  stations,  3 yards,  3 ventilation  structures 
and  1 portal  structure  for  new  and  existing  systems.  The  work  will  be 
implemented  by  a furnish  and  install,  competitively  bid,  contract  and  cutover 
assistance  by  BART  maintenance  forces. 

Upon  completion  of  this  project,  existing  essential  power  supply  equipment 
would  be  replaced  at  all  38  locations  with  new  static-type  uninterruptible 
power  supply  equipment  similar  to  the  existing  equipment,  but  of  a larger 
capacity,  and  existing  battery  capacities  at  all  locations  would  be  upgraded 
and  increased  in  size  to  one  and  half  hour  capacity. 

Essential  power  upgrade  must  be  completed  before  the  ICS  is  used  to  control 
revenue  operation. 

PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION:  SUPPLEMENTAL  INFORMATION 

Of  the  remaining  $1,966  million  unfunded  portion  of  the  project,  approximately 
$1.5  million  of  the  work  will  be  contracted  out.  The  work  to  be  contracted  out 
includes  preparation  of  equipment  specifications  and  the  purchase  and 
installation  of  equipment. 

The  contract  or  contracts  to  be  let  will  adhere  to  BART's  established 
competitive  bidding  guidelines  as  set  forth  in  the  Procurement  Process,  revised 
September  17,  1985. 


(4944a) 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Francisco/Oakland 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  California  Department  of 
Transportation 
Program  Number:  CA-90-X2. 


Estimated  Apportionment 
for  FY  1988: 

Carryover  Funds: 
Transfer  Funds: 
Total  Funds  Avai lable: 


$81 ,045,527 
$ 400,083 

$ -0- 
$81 ,445,610 


Project  Description 
I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1.  Track  Rehabilitation 
Subtotal  Capital 


Local 

$788,876 

$788,876 


Federal 


$3,155,502 

$3,155,502 


Total 

$3,944,378 

$3,944,378 


II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE  for  period  from  July  1,  1987  to  June  30,  1988 

$12,689,160  $650,045  $13,339,205 

TOTALS:  $13,478,036  $3,805,547  $17,283,583 


(4963a/9) 

10-7-87 
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PROJECT  BUDGET  WORKSHEET 


For  the  Period: 
Transit  Operator: 
Designated  Recipient: 


July  1.  1987  - June  30.  1988 
California  Department  of  Transportation 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC) 


(1)  Total  Operating  Expenses 
o SP  Contract  Costs 
TOTAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

(2)  Less  Eliminations 

o 3/4  Cent  Tax  for  Transit 
o Property  Taxes 

TOTAL  ELIMINATIONS 

(3)  Eligible  Operating  Expenses 

(4)  Less  Farebox  and  Other  Revenue  Not 
Included  in  Local  Share 

o CalTrain  Fares  and  Other  Revenues 

TOTAL  FAREBOX  AND  OTHER  REVENUE  NOT 
APPLIED  AGAINST  ELIGIBLE  EXPENSES 
NOT  INCLUDABLE  AS  LOCAL  SHARE 

(5)  Net  Project  Cost 

(6)  Local  Share 

o Agency  Contributions 
o State  TP&D  Funds 

LOCAL  SHARE 

(7)  Net  Expenses  before  Applying  UMTA  Funds 

(8)  UMTA  Funds  Requested  - Section  9* 


$22,485,090 

$22,485.090 

19,385 

556,500 

$ 557,885 

$21.909.205 


8,570,000 

$ 8.57CLQQ-Q 
$13,339,2Q5 

$ 6,033,524 
6,033,524 

$12,067,048 

$ 1.272.157 

$ 1.272.157 


* $650,045  from  the  SF/0  UZA  and  $622,112  from  the  San  Jose  UZA. 


(4957a) 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  HTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Caltrans 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Track  Rehabilitation 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Rehabilitate  two  tunnels  and  several  grades  crossings;  replace  worn  jointed  rail 
with  continuous  welded  rail 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (4)  Transit  Way 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pg.  122-123 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $3,155,502 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $ 788,876 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $14,513,101 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

CEQA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 115(b)(21 ) ; (Exempt) 

NEPA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15301  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  122 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-23 

UMTA  Section  9 (SFO) 

TP&D 


(4944a) 
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CalTrans  Track  Rehab.  - SFO 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Two  tunnels  and  several  grade  crossings  remain  to  be  rehabilitated  as  well  as 
installation  of  continuous  welded  rail.  These  projects  are  above  and  beyond  the 
routine  daily  maintenance  S.P.  provides  as  part  of  the  Caltrans/S.P.  Master 
Agreement.  Extensive  roadbed  and  drainage  work  are  required  in  the  two  tunnels; 
extensive  grade  crossing  rehabilitation  includes  replacing  worn  jointed  rail 
with  continuous  welded  rail  and  improving  road  surfaces  where  tracks  cross. 
Ballot,  rail  and  roadbed  rehabilitation  will  provide  a smoother  ride  and  ensure 
passenger  safety. 

An  Ad  Hoc  JPA  has  been  formed  to  address  the  issues  concerning  continuing 
control  of  CalTrain.  Discussions  are  ongoing. 


(4944a) 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Francisco/Oakland 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  Central  Contra  Costa 
Transit  Authority 
Program  Number:  CA-90-X2. 


Estimated  Apportionment 
for  FY  1988:  $81,045,527 

Carryover  Funds:  $ 400,083 

Transfer  Funds:  $ -0- 

Total  Funds  Available:  $81,445,610 


Project  Description 
I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


Local  Federal 


80/20/Funding: 


1 . Replacement  Buses 

2.  Expansion  Buses 

3.  Expansion  Buses 


$189,000 

126,000 

189,000 


$756,000 

504.000 

756.000 


$945,000 

630.000 

945.000 


Subtotal  Capital 


$504,000  $2,016,000  $2,520,000 


II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE  for  period  from  July  1,  1987  to  June  30,  1988 

$7,543,020  $1,411,085  $8,954,105 

TOTALS:  $ 8,047,020  $3,427,085  $11,474,105 


(4963a / 1 0) 
10-7-87 


PROJECT  BUDGET  WORKSHEET 


For  the  Period: 
Transit  Operator: 
Designated  Recipient: 


July  1.  1987  - June  30.  1988 

Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 

Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC) 


(1)  Total  Operating  Expenses 
o Labor 

o Fringe  Benefits 
o Services 
o Fuel /Lubri cants 
o Casualty/Liability 
o Leases  and  Rentals 
o Other 


$ 5,677,495 
1,662,521 

713.326 
538,000 

965.327 
5,500 

1,436,936 


TOTAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

$10,999,105 

(2) 

Less  Eliminations 

o Business  Expense 

o Interest  Expense 

o Section  8 Planning 

7,000 

0 

48,000 

TOTAL  ELIMINATIONS 

I 55,000 

(3) 

Eligible  Operating  Expenses 

$10,944^105 

(4) 

Less  Farebox  and  Other  Revenue 
Not  Included  as  Local  Share 

o Farebox 
o Other  Non-Farebox 

1,977,000 

13,000 

TOTAL  FAREBOX  AND  OTHER  REVENUE 
APPLIED  AGAINST  ELIGIBLE  EXPENSES 
NOT  INCLUDABLE  AS  LOCAL  SHARE 

$ l,99Q,OQO 

(5) 

Net  Project  Cost 

$ 8.954.1Q5 

(6) 

Local  Share 

o State  of  California  TDA 
o Investment  Income 

$ 7,483,020 
60,000 

LOCAL  SHARE 

$ 7,543,020 

(7) 

Net  Expenses  before  Applying  UMTA  Funds 

$ 1.411.085 

(8) 

UMTA  Funds  Requested  - Section  9 

$ 1.411,065 

(4850a / 1 ) 
(10-7-87) 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  HTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  6 Replacement  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Project  to  replace  6 Chance  buses  which  have  reached  the  end  of  their 
useful  lives  with  new  30-40  ft.  buses.  Includes  related  equipment 
(wheelchair  lifts,  fareboxes,  headsigns,  radios,  air  conditioning,  and 
spare  engine  packages). 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (5)  New/used  revenue  vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $756,000 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  HATCH:  (20%)  $189,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $945,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 1 1 (b) (20)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 
7005.1).  PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  CCCTA  policy? 

NO  JL  YES:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  SEE  #12  "Project 

Justification11  Below. 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

NO  _X_  YES:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  See  #12  "Project 

Justification"  Below. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X NO  YES:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X NO  YES:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-28 

UMTA  Section  9 
Bridge  Tolls 


( 3828a / 8 ) 
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CCCTA  6 Rplcmt  Buses 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

This  Is  a replacement  project  predicated  on  the  CCCTA' s bus  replacement 
plan.  Replacement  of  the  6 buses  in  this  project  is  needed  because  of 
their  age,  their  high  cost  to  maintain  (the  average  cost/mile  of  the  fleet 
Is  about  30  cents  compared  to  over  50  cents/mile  for  the  Chance  buses), 
and  their  reliability  problems. 

The  replacement  of  the  6 Chance  buses  is  based  on  a number  of  criteria 
used  by  the  Operations  Department  to  identify  candidates  for  replacement. 
The  criteria  include  age  (standard  size  buses  must  be  at  least  12  years 
old,  minibuses  9 years),  reliability  (expressed  as  percentage  of 
days/periods  bus  is  not  in  revenue  service)  and  maintenance  cost  (CCCTA 
tracks  actual  maintenance  costs  of  all  its  vehicles.  When  the  cost/mile 
for  an  Individual  bus  exceeds  130%  of  the  system  average,  the  bus  Is  a 
candidate  for  replacement). 

Based  on  this  program  CCCTA  needs  to  replace  the  10  Chance  buses  in  FY 
1987-88.  All  vehicles  will  meet  or  exceed  the  replacement  criteria  listed 
above  during  the  program  year  for  which  replacement  is  scheduled. 

The  new  buses  will  provide  a more  reliable  and  comfortable  level  of 
service  to  the  passengers.  Additionally,  more  capacity  will  be  available 
since  this  project  will  replace  these  small  Chance  buses  with  standard 
size  coaches. 

Private  Sector  Participation  Comments 

11a.  This  project  involves  the  routine  replacement  of  capital  equipment, 
namely  buses,  which  involves  a competitive  procurement  process  in 
conformance  with  UMTA  guidelines. 

lib.  We  will  be  procuring  these  buses  from  a private  sector  bus 

manufacturer,  so  to  that  extent  this  project  will  directly  involve  the 
private  sector. 

Additionally,  CCCTA  private  sector  participation  policy  recognizes  the 
need  to  competitively  bid  all  existing  bus  services,  including  those 
that  will  be  operated  by  use  of  the  replacement  buses  included  in  this 
project.  Interested  persons  are  advised  to  consult  SRTP  pages  VI-30 
through  42,  inclusive,  of  the  SRTP  for  complete  details  regarding  this 
policy  and  our  implementation  procedures.  We  expect  to  comply  with 
all  salient  elements  of  the  above  referenced  circular  and  to  therefore 
afford  the  private  sector  the  opportunity  to  compete  for  the  operation 
of  County  Connection  bus  service,  existing  and  expanded. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  10  Expansion  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  ten  buses  and  related  equipment  (fareboxes,  headsigns,  wheelchair 
lifts,  radios,  and  air  conditioning  and  spare  engine  packages)  to  provide 
the  fleet  needed  for  the  Authority  to  achieve  its  basic  level  as  a new 
transit  system. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (5)  New/Used  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,260,000 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%)  $ 315,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,575,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 1 1 (b) (20)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1).  PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY: 

a.  has  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  CCCTA  policy? 

NO  X YES  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  See  #12  "Project 

Justification"  Belpw 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  this  service? 

X NO  YES  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  See  #12  "Project 

Justification"  Below. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X NO  YES  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

d.  Have  we  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X NO  YES  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-28 

UMTA  Section  9 
Bridge  Tolls 


( 3828a / 10) 
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CCCTA  10  Exp.  Buses 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  expansion  bus  acquisition  project  described  here  account  for  an  addition  of 
10  buses  to  the  CCCTA  fleet.  Of  these  10  buses,  many  will  be  used  for  headway 
reductions  on  the  existing  route  structure.  The  effect  of  the  additions  of 
these  expansion  buses  on  headways  will  be  an  average  reduction  of  approximately 
15  minutes,  moving  from  peak-hour  headways  of  30-35  minutes  to  15-20  minutes. 

The  effect  of  the  these  headway  reductions  will  be  a significant  increase  in 
rldership  attending  the  improved  level  of  service.  At  current  levels  of 
service,  CCCTA  experiences  a service  elasticity  which  Is  greater  than  unity.  In 
other  words,  for  a given  percentage  Improvement  In  service  levels  (e.g.  headway 
reductions),  CCCTA  benefits  from  a oreater  percentage  Increase  In  ridership. 

Historical  data  prove  this  point.  Between  October  1982  and  October  1985,  CCCTA 
made  significant  headway  reductions  on  seven  routes.  The  average  headway  among 
these  routes  was  38  minutes  In  1982.  By  1985  the  average  headway  on  these  same 
seven  routes  was  down  to  24  minutes.  This  represents  a 37  percent  decrease  in 
headway  times.  Over  this  same  period,  these  routes  experienced  an  average 
ridership  Increase  of  79  percent.  Controlling  for  an  underlying  ten  percent 
annual  growth  In  service  area  transit  market,  CCCTA  estimates  that  headway 
reductions  themselves  have  generated  a 46  percent  increase  in  ridership  on  those 
routes  benefiting  from  such  reductions. 

A 46  percent  increase  in  peak  ridership  attending  a 37  percent  decrease  in 
headways  reflects  a service  elasticity  of  -1.24.  This  CCCTA  service  elasticity 
compares  to  an  Industrywide  service  elasticity  of  -0.47.  The  significance  of 
such  a large  service  elasticity  is  that,  at  current  levels  of  service,  CCCTA  can 
receive  a greater  than  unitary  increase  in  ridership  from  a given  Increase  in 
service  levels.  Not  only  do  the  newly  added  buses  themselves  carry  more 
passengers  per  hour,  but  their  presence  within  CCCTA  schedules  facilitates 
greater  productivity  of  all  other  buses  currently  in  use. 

Such  a large  service  elasticity  (-1.24)  can  be  explained  in  two  ways.  First 
relative  to  the  national  transit  market,  a much  larger  percentage  of  CCCTA 
riders  are  discretionary  users  who  are  much  more  sensitive  to  service  levels 
than  are  the  transit  dependent.  Second,  the  industrywide  service  elasticity  of 
0.47  is  an  average  of  all  systems,  most  of  which  have  lower  average  headways. 
Because  of  its  relatively  low  current  level  of  service,  CCCTA  is  in  the  position 
to  benefit  from  greater  than  normal  ridership  returns  stemming  from  headway 
reductions. 

In  addition,  certain  components  of  this  project  will  help  to  more  effectively 
maintain  CCCTA’s  wheelchair  lifts  (fleet  is  100  percent  wheelchair  lift 
equipped).  Thus,  enhanced  handicapped  accessibility  will  be  supported  by  this 
project.  Handicapped  accessibility  is  an  adopted  regional  goal. 

Finally,  enlargement  of  CCCTA's  bus  fleet  will  permit  CCCTA  to  achieve  higher 
levels  of  schedule  coordination  with  the  BART  rail  system.  Currently,  CCCTA 
schedules  72  percent  of  its  BART  station  bus  arrivals  to  meet  BART  trains 
(within  3-7  minutes).  For  every  10  buses  which  CCCTA  adds  to  its  fleet,  it  will 
be  able  to  Increase  this  coordination  by  five  percent. 
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PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  COMMENTS 

11a.  The  planning  for  expanded  bus  service  Is  an  ongoing  function  of  the  County 
Connection.  As  part  of  this  process,  which  Includes  the  determination  of 
demand  for  additional  service  and  the  decision  as  to  where  and  when  service 
should  be  expanded,  the  CCCTA  invites  comment  from  any  and  all  members  of 
the  public.  This  participation  process  includes,  but  Is  not  limited  to,  the 
conduct  of  public  hearings  on  drafts  of  our  SRTP.  In  addition,  the  CCCTA 
routinely  conducts  public  hearings  prior  to  the  implementation  of  new  or 
expanded  service,  consistent  with  state  and  federal  regulations.  During 
these  hearings  any  member  of  the  public,  Including  private  sector 
transportation  providers,  is  afforded  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  our 
plans.  Including  the  use  of  public  subsidies  to  support  their  operation. 

Additionally,  CCCTA  recognizes  that  any  expansion  of  service  is  expressly 
subject  to  the  requirements  concerning  private  sector  participation  as  set 
forth  in  the  UHTA  Circular  7005.1.  Prior  to  the  implementation  of  any 
service  with  this  equipment,  CCCTA  will  afford  the  private  sector  the 
opportunity  to  contract  for  this  service,  via  a competitive  procurement 
process.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  private  sector  will  be  able  to  avail 
itself  to  the  opportunity  of  using  these  buses  to  operate  the  service  under 
contract  with  CCCTA. 

Pages  VI-30  through  42,  inclusive  of  the  1988-1992  SRTP,  provide  further 
detail  regarding  CCCTA's  private  sector  participation  policy  and 
implementation  procedures. 

lib.  As  noted  above,  the  private  sector  will  be  afforded  the  opportunity  to 

compete  for  the  operation  of  any  service  that  will  be  operated  through  the 
use  of  this  equipment.  Additionally,  of  course,  these  buses  will  be 
purchased  from  the  private  sector. 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Franci sco/Oakland 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway 
& Transportation  District 
Program  Number:  CA-90-X2. 


Estimated  Apportionment 
for  FY  1988:  $81,045,527 

Carryover  Funds:  $ 400,083 

Transfer  Funds:  $ -0- 

Total  Funds  Available:  $81,445,610 


Project  Description 


Local  Federal  Total 


I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


80/20  Funding: 

1.  Replacement  Buses  $1,260,000  $5,040,000  $6,300,000 

2.  Ferry  Radar  & PA  System  33,800  135,200  169,000 


Subtotal  Capital 


$1,293,800  $5,175,200  $6,469,000 


II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE  for  period  from  July  1,  1987  to  June  30,  1988 

$19,883,551  $1,754,349  $21,637,900 

TOTALS:  $21,177,351  $6,929,549  $28,106,100 


( 4963a / 1 1 ) 
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PROJECT  BUDGET  WORKSHEET 


For  the  Period:  Julv  1.  1987  - June  30.  1988 

Transit  Operator:  Golden  Gate  Bridqe.  Hiqhway  and  Transportation  D 

Desianated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation 

Commission  (MTC) 

(1)  Total  Operating  Expenses 

o Transportation  Operations 

$22,768,200 

o Maintenance 

6,848,100 

o General  Administration 

9,857,100 

TOTAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

$39,473,400 

(2)  Less  Eliminations 

o Building  Rentals 

240,100 

o Depreciation 

576,300 

o Amortization 

2,630,000 

o Federal  Planning  Assistance  and  Local  Match 

75,000 

TOTAL  ELIMINATIONS 

$ 3.521.400 

(3)  Eligible  Operating  Expenses 

$35.952.000 

(4)  Less  Farebox  and  Other  Revenue  Not 

Included  in  Local  Share 

o Farebox  Bus  & Ferry 

14,314,100 

TOTAL  FAREBOX  AND  OTHER  REVENUE  NOT 

APPLIED  AGAINST  ELIGIBLE  EXPENSES 

NOT  INCLUDABLE  AS  LOCAL  SHARE 

$14,314,100 

(5)  Net  Project  Cost 

$21.637,900 

(6)  Local  Share 

o Concessions  & Advertising 

465,600 

o TDA 

6,817,000 

o GGBHTD  Reserves 

12,000,951 

o Marin  General  Fund 

600,000 

LOCAL  SHARE 

$19,883,551 

(7)  Net  Expenses  before  Applying  UMTA  Funds 

$ 1.754.349 

(8)  UMTA  Funds  Requested 

S 1.754.349 

(4957a) 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  HTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replacement  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

30  standard  40  foot  size  buses  per  year  to  replace  existing  buses  16  to  18 
years  of  age. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  revenue  vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  74, 77, 100, 102, B-8 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $5,040,000 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $1,260,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $6,300,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $-0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115  (b) (20)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _J_03 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference__LQ3 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference  Competitive  Bid. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  103 

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  _LQ3 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-35 

UMTA  Section  9 
STA 
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GGBHTD-Replcmt.  Buses 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

This  is  the  District's  #3  priority  project  and  has  been  in  its  plans  for  over  5 
years.  Four  years  ago  the  District  established  a policy  of  replacing  30  buses 
each  year  to  gradually  retire  the  popular  new  look  buses  before  they  become  too 
expensive  to  maintain  at  the  high  standard  required  for  the  long  distance 
Golden  Gate  Transit  operation.  As  it  is  now,  the  new  look  buses  will  reach  an 
age  of  nearly  20  years  before  all  are  replaced  under  the  30  per  year  schedule. 
The  District  has  an  active  fleet  of  246  buses  of  which  170  are,  for  the  most 
part,  GMC  suburban  "new  look"  coaches  12  years  or  older.  About  57  of  the  "new 
look"  coaches  will  be  replaced  with  the  arrival  of  the  new  coaches  purchased 
with  a FY  1987  grant.  A FY  1988  grant  would  allow  the  District  to  purchase  new 
buses  for  revenue  service  in  FY  1990.  At  that  time,  the  existing  buses  to  be 
replaced  will  be  17  and  18  years  old. 

Because  the  District's  bus  system  provides  primarily  an  intercity  suburban 
service,  the  buses  are  equipped  with  passenger  amenities  suited  for  long 
distance  (as  far  as  60  miles  and  2 hours)  travel  over  varied  terrain,  climate, 
and  roadway  conditions.  Thus  all  District  buses  have  custom  interiors  with 
individual  forward  facing  reclining  seats,  reading  lights,  and  luggage  racks, 
raised  floors,  and  air  conditioning  which  partially  account  for  their 
relatively  high  price  along  with  additional  options  such  as  radio  and  tinted 
glass . 

Without  the  replacement  of  the  existing  and  aging  fleet,  the  bus  service  will 
degrade  as  coaches  require  more  repair  and  become  increasingly  unavailable  for 
revenue  service,  and  become  less  reliable  and  subject  to  road  failure. 

New  buses  will  require  considerably  less  costly  maintenance  and  will  be  more 
efficient  to  operate  than  the  existing  buses.  The  District  has  planned  a 171 
commute  service  reduction  for  FY  1987-88,  and  is  considering  further  reductions 
through  the  five-year  period  of  the  Short  Range  Transit  Plan.  However,  any 
changes  in  the  peak  vehicle  requirement  which  may  result  from  these  reductions 
is  not  expected  to  impact  that  portion  of  the  bus  fleet  scheduled  for 
replacement  during  FY  1988-92.  Timely  coach  replacement  in  accordance  with  the 
adopted  30  per  year  schedule  will  be  a critical  factor  influencing  the 
District's  ability  to  deliver  peak  period  services  in  the  near  future. 

PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  - SUPPLEMENTAL  INFORMATION 

Private  bus  manufacturers  were  consulted  regarding  the  preparation  of 
specifications  for  new  buses  to  be  purchased  as  replacements  for  existing  buses 
over  12  years  old. 

The  District  uses  a competitive  bid  process  to  obtain  buses  from  the  private 
sector. 

There  are  no  known  impediments  to  the  District  to  acquire  buses  from  the 
private  sector  at  this  time. 

This  project  has  been  in  the  District's  published  plan  for  several  years.  The 
plan  has  been  distributed  for  review  by  the  private  sector  for  the  past  three 
years.  No  complaints  have  been  received  to  date  regarding  this  project. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  HTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


J.  OPERATOR:  GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Ferry  Vessel  Improvements  (Ferry  Radar  and  P.A.  Replacement) 

3 PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Replace  the  on-board  radio,  radar,  and  public  announcement  systems  on  each  of 
the  District's  four  ferry  vessels. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (2)  Reconditioned  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  78.101.B-10  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-35 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $135,200  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $33,800  STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $169,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $-0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (specify  state  and  federal  codes) 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  cfr  771.115  (b)  23  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15301  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  104 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  104 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference  Competitive  Bid 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  104 

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  Impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 
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GGBHTD-Ferry  Imprvmts. 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  104 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 
Reference 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

This  Is  the  third  year  of  a 3 year  project  to  replace  vessel  radios,  radar,  and 
PA  systems  as  they  reach  the  end  of  their  useful  10  year  lives.  Each  vessel  has 
2 radar  systems,  an  on-board  public  announcement  system,  and  a radio  system  as 
mandated  by  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard.  The  MV  Golden  Gate  and  MV  Marin  have  already 
received  new  systems  from  previous  UMTA  grants.  The  MV  Sonoma  and  MV  San 
Francisco,  built  in  1975  and  1976,  are  still  fitted  with  their  original 
equipment,  and  will  be  the  next  vessels  to  receive  new  radar,  radio,  and  PA 
systems. 

The  public  announcement  system  provides  passengers  with  service  information  and 
emergency  instructions.  Without  this  project,  these  communication  systems  would 
eventually  fail  making  the  operation  of  the  vessels  unsafe  and  resulting  in  the 
shutdown  of  the  Larkspur  ferry  service  by  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard. 

The  Larkspur  ferry  service  is  fully  accessible  to  handicapped  persons.  The  only 
other  accessible  transbay  public  transit  alternative  from  central  Marin  is  GGT 
basic  service  which  is  not  as  convenient  to  use  as  the  ferry. 

Private  Sector  Participation  — Supplemental  Information 

Private  equipment  manufacturers  were  consulted  regarding  the  preparation  of 
specifications  for  new  radar,  radio,  and  intercom  equipment  to  be  purchased  as 
replacements  for  existing  equipment  over  10  years  old.  A private  consultant 
assisted  the  District  in  evaluating  available  equipment. 

The  District  uses  a competitive  bid  process  to  obtain  equipment  from  the  private 
sector. 

There  are  no  known  impediments  to  the  District's  acquiring  equipment  from  the 
private  sector  at  this  time. 

This  project  has  been  in  the  District's  published  plan  for  several  years.  The  plan 
has  been  distributed  for  review  by  the  private  sector  for  the  past  three  years.  No 
complaints  have  been  received  to  date  regarding  this  project. 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Francisco/Oakland  Estimated  Apportionment 

for  FY  1988: 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Carryover  Funds: 

Transportation  Commission  Transfer  Funds: 

Grantee:  San  Francisco  Total  Funds  Available: 

Municipal  Railway 
Program  Number:  CA-90-X2. 


Project  Description  Local  Federal 

I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


80/20  Funding: 


1 . Replacement  Buses 

$ 170,993 

$ 683,970 

2.  Market  Street  Improvements 

2,319,335 

9,277,340 

3.  Fareboxes 

801 ,360 

3,205,440 

4.  Facilities  Rehabilitation 

719,355 

2,877,420 

5.  Woods  Redevelopment 

2,500,000 

10,000,000 

6.  Trolley  OH  Rehab  (30-Stkn) 

561 ,800 

2,247,200 

7.  LRV  OH  Maintenance  Vehicles 

241,810 

967,241 

8.  LRV  Specifications 

222,600 

890,400 

9.  Metro  Accessibility 

24,784 

99,134 

Subtotal  Capital 

$7,562,037 

$30,248,145 

OPERATING  ASSISTANCE  for  period 

from  July  1 

, 1987  to  June 

$155,185,004 

$8,934,648 

TOTALS:  $162,747,041 

$39,182,793 

(4963a/l 2 ) 
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$81  ,045,527 
$ 400,083 

$ -0- 
$81  ,445,610 


Total 


$ 854,963 

11,596,675 
4,006,800 
3,596,775 

12,500,000 

2.809.000 
1,209,051 

1.113.000 
123,918 

$37,810,182 


30,  1988 
$164,308,428 
$202,118,610 
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PROJECT  BUDGET  WORKSHEET 


For  the  Period: 
Transit  Operator: 
Designated  Recipient: 


July  1.  1987  - June  30.  1988 
San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  -(MTC) 


(1)  Total  Operating  Expenses 
o Operations 

TOTAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

(2)  Less  Eliminations 

o Section  8 Planning 
TOTAL  ELIMINATIONS 

(3)  Eligible  Operating  Expenses 

(4)  Less  Farebox  and  Other  Revenue  Not 
Included  in  Local  Share 

o Fare  Revenue 
o Other  Operating  Revenue 

TOTAL  FAREBOX  AND  OTHER  REVENUE  NOT 
APPLIED  AGAINST  ELIGIBLE  EXPENSES 
NOT  INCLUDABLE  AS  LOCAL  SHARE 

(5)  Net  Project  Cost 

(6)  Local  Share 

o San  Francisco  General  Fund 
o TDA 
o AB  1107 
o STA 

LOCAL  SHARE 

(7)  Net  Expenses  before  Applying  UMTA  Funds 

(8)  UMTA  Funds  Requested  - Section  9 


$237,123,428 

$237.123.428 

$ 80,000 

80,000 

$237.043.428 


$ 70,340,000 
2,395,000 


72.735.000 

$164,308.428 


$116,688,428 
17,413,516 
15,238,163 
1 ,844,897 

$151,185,004 


$ 8.934.648 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  5 Diesel  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

This  project  provides  for  the  phased  replacement  of  144  GMCs  in  1986-87  and  an 
additional  5 this  year  (FY  1987-88).  The  eighteen-year  old  coaches  have  now 
reached  the  end  of  their  useful  life. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  24-25  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-44 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $683,970  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $170,993  Bridge  Tolls 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $25,802,963 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

The  first  phase  of  vehicle  replacement  was  funded  with  1986-87  UMTA  Section  9 
funds  (CA-90-X223) . 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115  (b)  (20)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15302  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Ch.  9 pp.  70-77 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

This  project  provides  for  the  phased  replacement  of  149  GMCs  originally 
purchased  in  1969  and  rehabilitated  in  1983.  (144  of  these  vehicles  were  funded 

in  FY  1986-87;  this  project  funds  the  last  5 vehicles  of  the  total  149  GMC  fleet 
being  replaced).  The  eighteen-year  old  coaches  have  now  reached  the  end  of 
their  useful  life.  The  project  provides  sufficient  time  to  bid,  select  a 
manufacturer,  negotiate  a contract,  test  and  accept  the  vehicles,  deliver  and 
place  the  buses  in  service  prior  to  the  six  anniversary  of  the  vehicle 
rehabi litation. 

The  entire  diesel  purchase  program  is  consistent  with  the  Ten  Year  Vehicle 
Rehabilitation  and  Replacement  Plan  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission 
in  1982  and  updated  in  the  Municipal  Railway  Short  Range  Transit  Plan  (SRTP) 
1986-91.  The  Vehicle  Plan  update  incorporated  into  the  replacement  schedule 
the  diesel  bus  acquisitions  and  rehabs  that  had  been  undertaken  through 
1985-86:  180  new  40-foot  Flyer  coaches;  100  new  60-foot  articulated  diesels 

from  M.A.N.  Corporation;  the  rehabilitation  of  149  GMCs;  and  the  anticipated 
replacement  of  50  thirty-foot  AMGs  with  similar  sized  coaches  in  1987.  The 
update  also  examined  service  changes  since  1982  that  affect  future  coaches 
requirements.  The  SRTP  1986-1991  provides  for  the  replacement  of  these  GMC 
coaches . 

The  replacement  schedule  for  the  GMCs  is  shown  below: 

o 50  standard  buses  to  be  purchased  in  1987  and  in  operation  by  mid  1988. 

o Development  of  a vehicle  specification  and  bid  package  for  76  artic  buses  to 
be  purchased  mi d- 1 987  and  in  operation  by  late  1988  or  early  1989. 

Passenger  benefits  include  greater  transit  reliability  schedule  adherence, 
service  quality  and  comfort.  Accessibility  to  the  elderly  and  handicapped 
population  will  be  achieved  through  the  provision  of  lifts  on  the  new  coaches. 
The  new  coaches  will  reduce  demands  placed  on  the  Municipal  Railway  operating 
budget  by  replacing  the  worn  out  GMC  equipment  with  new  vehicles.  The  GMCs 
require  a high  degree  of  maintenance  in  order  to  keep  them  in  running  order. 

In  order  to  be  assured  of  vehicle  availability  by  the  end  of  1988,  funds  for  the 
first  phase  of  the  bus  purchase  should  be  available  by  the  end  of  calendar  year 
1987.  Due  to  the  lead  time  on  vehicle  procurement,  Muni  needs  to  apply  for 
funds  at  this  time.  The  unit  costs  of  the  coaches  ($165,000)  are  based  upon 
recent  bids  and  are  shown  in  current  dollars.  The  coaches  will  feature 
extra-wide  rear  doors  and  heavy-duty  suspension.  The  unit  costs  include  6.5X 
sales  tax;  delivery  charges;  and  the  installation  of  fareboxes,  AVL  equipment 
and  radios. 

In  1991-92  Muni  needs  to  replace  49  AMG  coaches  purchased  In  1975  with  a mix  of 
standard  and  artic  coaches.  Upon  retirement,  these  coaches  will  be  well  beyond 
their  useful  life  of  twelve  years.  These  coaches  will  be  called  for  in  the  next 
iteration  of  the  SRTP.  The  buses  were  not  initially  retired  in  1987  for  two 
different  factors.  The  first  factor,  was  the  need  to  balance  the  capital 


(4953a/ 12) 


-33- 


program  and  the  vehicle  replacement  schedule  with  available  funding  levels.  The 
second  factor  was  chiefly  the  uncertainty  of  total  diesel  fleet  requirements 
given  the  current  route  electrification  schedule.  These  coaches  will  support 
the  needed  peak  period  service  improvements  as  called  for  in  the  SRTP.  The  SRTP 
calls  for  a minor  three  percent  capacity  expansion  by  the  early  1990s.  The 
replacement  schedule  for  the  AMGs  is  shown  below: 


o 30  standard  buses  to  be  purchased  in  1991  and  in  operation  by  mid  1992. 

o 15  artic  buses  to  be  purchased  in  1991  and  in  operation  by  mid  1991. 

In  order  to  be  assured  of  vehicle  availability  by  the  end  of  1992,  funds  for  the 
AHG  bus  purchase  should  be  available  by  the  end  of  the  calendar  year  1991.  The 
costs  of  the  coaches  are  based  upon  recent  bids  and  are  shown  in  escalated 
dollars.  The  coaches  will  feature  extra-wide  doors  and  heavy-duty  suspension. 
The  costs  estimates  include  6.5X  sales  tax;  inspection,  acceptance  and  delivery 
charges;  spare  parts  and  engines;  and  the  installation  fareboxes,  AVL  equipment 
and  radios. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Market  Street  Transit  Thoroughfare  Improvements 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

This  project  will  replace  worn-out  rail  on  sections  of  Market  Street  between 
Fremont  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  that  were  not  reconstructed  when  the  BART 
stations  were  built.  Passenger  loading  islands  will  be  constructed  and  other 
transit  service  elements  will  be  provided  as  required  for  four-lane  transit 
operation. 

The  Phase  A project  includes  the  following  elements: 

o Final  design  and  engineering  for  Market  Street  between  Eleventh  and  Fremont 
Streets  (which  will  be  undertaken  with  prior  year  FAU  funds). 

o Track  and  street  area  reconstruction,  and  the  installation  of  boarding 
islands  between  Fremont  (Transbay  Terminal)  and  Van  Ness  Avenue/Eleventh 
Street.  Related  street,  curb  and  sidewalk  modifications,  the  relocation  of 
minor  street  furniture,  and  new  signage  are  elements  of  the  project. 

The  Phase  B project  includes  the  following  elements: 

o Final  design  and  engineering  for  the  Upper  Market  segment  (Van  Ness/Eleventh 
to  Castro)  and  the  Lower  Market  segment  (Fremont  to  Steuart). 

o Transit  right-of-way  modifications  on  the  Upper  Market  segment  between  Van 
Ness/Eleventh  and  Church  Streets,  including  rail  relocation  from  17th  Street 
between  Church  and  Castro  Streets  onto  Market  between  Duboce  and  Castro 
Streets  connecting  with  the  J-Line.  New  boarding  islands,  minor 
reconstruction  of  the  affected  street  area  and  modification  of  the  overhead 
wire  systems  are  elements  of  the  project. 

o Transit  right-of-way  modifications  on  the  Lower  Market  segment  including  new 
rail  from  Fremont  to  Steuart  Streets.  New  boarding  islands,  minor 
reconstruction  of  the  affected  street  area  and  modification  of  the  overhead 
wire  system  are  elements  of  the  project. 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1) 

New  or  Used 

Revenue  Vehicles 

(4)  Transit  Way 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

C.I.P.  pp. 

65-69 

TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

$9,277,340 

UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH 

: (20%) 

$2,319,335 

Bridge  Tolls 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $39,158,065 
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9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

FY  83-84  $50,000  UMTA  9 (Planning/Preliminary  Engineering).  FY  86-87  $1,092,000 
FAU  (Final  Engineering/Phase  A). 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115(b)  (13,21,24) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Ch.  9 dp.  70-77 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Market  Street  has  traditionally  had  intensive  public  transit  services, 
historically  focused  on  streetcar  operations.  Rail  cars  ran  on  Market  for  122 
years  prior  to  their  removal  in  1980,  making  it  the  longest  continuously 
operated  rail  service  on  a main  street  anywhere  in  America. 

The  decision  was  made  to  eliminate  most  transit  services  from  Market  Street  in 
1968  based  on  a design  plan  for  Market  Street  which  envisioned  the  underground 
Muni  Metro  as  an  upgraded  replacement  service.  Therefore,  the  removal  of 
streetcar  tracks  and  boarding  islands,  along  with  shifting  most  surface  transit 
(trolleys  and  buses)  to  Mission  Street  was  assumed  by  architects  and  engineers 
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who  laid  out  the  original  street  plans.  Yet,  between  1965  and  1985 
approximately  35  million  square  feet  of  office  space  was  added  In  the  downtown 
area.  The  downtown's  retail  core  flourished  as  well,  and  tourism  continued  to 
grow. 

Increasing  ridership  demand  generated  by  these  developments  together  with  other 
circulation  constraints  rendered  impractical  any  proposal  to  route  surface 
transit  onto  Mission  Street.  Five  years  after  opening,  Muni  Metro  is  carrying 
twice  the  daily  ridership  (135,000  vs.  70,000)  carried  by  earlier  streetcars, 
and  cannot  presently  accommodate  additional  trips  during  peak  periods. 

Community  pressure  to  retain  Market  Street  transit  resulted  in  a series  of  local 
legislative  reversals  to  the  1968  plan.  Renewed  interest  was  stirred  to  retain 
streetcar  service  on  Market  Street  in  the  summer  of  1983  when  an  "Historic 
Trolley  Festival"  was  held,  operating  antique  streetcars  between  the  Upper 
Market  area  and  the  Transbay  Terminal.  Community  support  for  the  project  has 
grown  over  the  last  four  years. 

This  project  responds  to  that  consensus  in  providing  for  the  rehabilitation  of 
the  main  transit  thoroughfare  of  the  region.  Market  Street  and  conversion  of  its 
core  segment  into  an  efficient,  high  capacity  and  beautiful  multi-modal 
transportation  corridor.  It  provides  a major  productivity  improvement  to  the 
rubber  tired  fleet  by  improving  running  time  performance  in  a safe  manner.  And 
it  eliminates  service  duplicity  through  the  reintroduction  of  regular  streetcar 
service  in  lieu  of  several  discontinuous  coach  routes.  The  minor  street 
widenings  will  particularly  facilitate  E&H  access  to  transit  vehicles  operating 
in  the  center  lanes  and  loading  at  boarding  islands. 

The  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  and  the  Municipal  Railway  have 
conducted  travel  time  studies  on  Market  Street  prior/post  the  initiation  of  the 
four  lane  transit  operation.  The  minimum  running  time  improvement  (without  full 
implementation  of  the  four  lane  operation)  was  on  the  order  of  two  minutes  per 
run  segment.  Hi th  full  scale  implementation,  a four  minute  travel  time  savings 
is  believed  achievable. 

Street  reconstruction  on  Market  will  remove  the  existing  substandard  street 
geometries  that  cause  operating  impediments  (e.g.,  trolley  coaches  dewiring  at 
predictable  locations).  The  loss  of  trolley  wires  on  Market  Street  and  other 
substandard  operating  conditions  affects  all  17  Muni  surface  lines  which  carry 
some  185,000  passengers  daily.  Though  it  is  difficult  to  accurately  quantify 
the  operating  cost  implications,  productivity  and  service  reliability  are 
certainly  hampered  by  the  existing  street  geometries  and  thus  stand  to  be 
materially  improved  by  the  project. 

The  benefits  to  be  derived  from  a historic  streetcar  service  along  Market  Street 
are  significantly  enhanced  by  the  Board's  concurrent  1983  policy  resolution  to 
integrate  it  with  the  proposed  Embarcadero  streetcar  services  to  the 
Northeastern  Waterfront  Project.  A continuous  Market  Street/Northeastern 
Waterfront  streetcar  service  would  result,  with  the  following  public 
transportation  benefits: 

o Improved  surface  transportation  along  Market  Street  and  along  the 

Northeastern  Waterfront  using  rail  equipment  in  lieu  of  the  existing  trolley 
and  diesel  coach  service.  The  8-Market  and  32-Embarcadero  Lines  would  be 
eliminated  In  favor  of  the  F-Market  Line's  higher  capacity  and  higher 
quality  service. 
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o Some  relief  to  the  overcrowded  Cable  Car  lines,  as  significant  numbers  of 
people  are  expected  to  divert  from  Cable  Cars  to  enjoy  the  historic  flavor 
of  the  F-Market  streetcar  line  for  trips  between  the  Downtown  and  Fishermans 
Wharf. 

Travel  demand  forecasts  prepared  for  the  1-280  Program  EIR  estimated  that  some 
23,000  daily  riders  would  use  the  F-Line  streetcar  initially,  with  a capacity  to 
absorb  nearly  twice  as  many.  This  compares  with  20,000  daily  riders  presently 
using  the  Powel 1-Mason  cable  car. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Muni  Metro  Accessibility  Improvements 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

This  project  provides  for  the  phased  design  and  construction  of  high-level 
accessible  wayside  platforms  at  additional  locations  along  Muni  Metro  surface 
routes. 


4. 

PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations 

5. 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp. 

55-56 

TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6. 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

$99,134 

UMTA  Section  9 

7. 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%) 

$24,784 

TP&D/Article  XIX 

8. 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $123,918 

9. 

PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

The  design  and  construction  of  Muni  Metro  accessible  platforms  were  funded  with 
1986-87  UMTA  Section  9 funds  (CA-90-X223) . 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 1 5(b) (24)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15303  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Ch.  9 pp.  70-77 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  _____  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  “yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Huni  operates  a fleet  of  130  light  rail  vehicles  in  a five-mile  tunnel  with  nine 
underground  stations  which  are  accessible  to  wheelchair  users  using  high  level 
platforms.  In  addition,  special  concrete  boarding  platforms  for  wheelchair 
users  have  been  opened  at  four  surface  sites:  L-Taraval  at  the  San  Francisco 

Zoo;  H-Ocean  View  at  San  Francisco  State  University;  N-Judah  at  Ocean  Beach;  and 
near  Cole  and  Carl  Streets.  Platforms  at  three  more  sites— near  City  College 
and  at  Lakeshore  Village  (Ounipero  Serra/Ocean)  on  the  K-Ingleside  line  and  near 
Duboce  Park  on  the  N-Judah  line— will  be  opened  to  the  public  during  1987. 

These  sites  and  six  additional  proposed  surface  sites,  in  conjunction  with  Metro 
underground  stations  and  accessible  diesel  coach  routes,  form  a limited  but 
integrated  network  of  accessible  public  transit  allowing  wheelchair  users  to 
regularly  use  the  transit  system.  Assessment  of  the  recently  installed  wayside 
platforms  indicates  the  viability  of  these  low-maintenance  concrete  structures 
as  a solution  for  Metro  surface  accessibility  at  several  key  surface  sites. 

Survey  data  indicate  that  accessible  diesel  coach  lines  and  Metro  services  have 
the  potential  to  meet  60  percent  of  systemwide  demand  by  wheelchair  users  by 
1987,  if  service  is  provided  on  a consistent,  reliable  basis  and  adequately 
marketed  to  disabled  persons. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  New  Fareboxes 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

This  project  consists  of  the  purchase  and  installation  of  registering  fareboxes 
on  Muni's  revenue  vehicles  and  the  purchase  of  compatible  revenue  counting, 
sorting  and  storage  equipment. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (12)  Revenue  Collection  and  Processing 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P  pp.  79  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-48 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $3,205,440  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $801,360  STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $4,006,800 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $2,400,000 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 1 1 5(b) (23) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Ch.  9 dp.  70-77 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  Impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 
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X No. 


Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  Installation  of  registering  fareboxes  will  significantly  Improve  revenue 
collection  accountability  and  provide  Muni  the  capability  of  accepting  dollar 
bills  on  board  vehicles . 

Approximately  1,200  fareboxes,  including  five  percent  spares,  would  be  needed  to 
equip  the  present  Muni  fleet. 

$2,400,000  was  received  for  this  program  in  the  1983-84  UMTA  Section  9 block 
grant.  Because  of  the  rapid  changes  in  state-of-the-art  farebox  and 
ticket-reading  technology,  and  because  Muni  plans  to  change  its  revenue 
collecting  and  counting  facilities,  these  Section  9 funds  will  be  reserved  until 
the  farebox  requirements  can  be  more  definitely  specified. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Light  Rail  Vehicle  Purchase-Specifications 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

The  phased  purchase  of  50  additional  LRVs  to  accommodate  ridership  growth, 
Increased  service  frequency  and  extensions  of  service.  The  1987-88  phase  of  the 
project  will  provide  for  the  development  of  a vehicle  specification.  Subsequent 
phases  will  provide  funds  for  procurement  of  the  LRVs. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I  P.  pp.  73-75  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-48 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $890,400  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $222,600  ARTICLE  XIX/TP&D 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $86,437,117 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 1 15(b)(23) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption 

State  EIR  Guidelines 
15032(c) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Ch.  9 dp  70-77 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  Impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  Impact  of  these 
Impediments? 

Reference 
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Muni  Lt.  Rail  Veh. 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  project  provides  for  the  phased  purchase  of  50  LRVs  for  two  separate 
purposes.  The  first  is  to  serve  the  Muni  Metro  extension  to  the  South  of  Market 
and  the  J-Church  Connection  which  will  require  20  additional  LRVs  in  order  to 
sustain  planned  vehicle  headways.  The  second  purpose  is  to  reduce  the  passenger 
crowding  that  the  current  and  future  riders  on  the  Muni  Metro  System 
experience.  This  will  require  an  additional  30  cars  to  carry  projected 
ridership  at  planned  headways  through  the  last  decade  of  this  century. 

Outbound  pm  peak  hour  ridership  for  Metro,  at  the  system  maximum-load-point  is 
about  6,800  (1982-83).  This  meant  that  641  of  the  Metro  riders  were  standing 
for  a major  portion  of  their  trip.  This  degree  of  crowding  is  defined  by  the 
Transportation  Research  Board  as  a passenger  Level  of  Service  D.  Level  of 
Service  D is  described  as  a condition  where  passenger  loadings  begin  to  affect 
schedule  adherence  as  restrictive  freedom  of  movement  for  passengers  requires 
longer  loading  times.  This  ignores  the  detrimental  affect  that  passenger 
overcrowding  has  on  further  ridership  gains. 

The  construction  of  the  Muni  Metro  Turnback  will  allow  the  capacity  of  the  Muni 
Metro  system  to  be  increased.  Nevertheless,  30  additional  LRVs  will  be  required 
in  order  to  maintain  future  passenger  comfort.  Projections  developed  for  the 
1-280  EIR,  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  and  other  local /regional  forecasts  suggest 
that  ridership  increases  attributable  to  employment  growth,  demographic  changes, 
and  commercial  development  could  cause  transit  ridership  to  increase  about  401 
between  1980  and  2000  within  the  Muni  service  area.  The  objective  is  enable 
Metro  to  capture  a major  share  of  that  increased  travel  demand. 

The  current  SRTP  assumes  that  future  Muni  ridership  increases  will  largely 
accommodate  on  Muni  Metro.  The  1986-1991  SRTP  updates  of  the  Municipal  Railway 
Vehicle  Plan  examined  the  rail  fleet  requirements  for  the  first  time.  The 
addition  of  50  LRVs  to  the  fleet  is  called  for  in  the  SRTP  annual  update.  The 
greater  availability  of  LRVs  could  eliminate  or  reduce  the  need  for  augmented 
diesel  service,  thus  constraining  operating  costs. 

A LRV  specification  should  be  developed  in  1988  so  that  it  will  be  available  to 
put  out  to  bid  in  a manner  that  coincides  with  the  construction  of  the  J-Line 
Connection,  Muni  Metro  Extension,  and  the  Vintage  Streetcar/LRV  facility.  The 
financial  plan  and  schedule  for  the  project  are  shown  below. 

In  order  to  be  assured  of  vehicle  availability  by  the  end  of  1991,  capital  funds 
for  the  first  phase  of  the  LRV  purchase  should  be  available  by  the  end  of 
calendar  year  1990.  Due  to  the  lead  time  on  vehicle  procurement.  Muni  needs  to 
apply  for  funds  at  this  time.  The  costs  of  the  LRVs  are  based  upon  MBTA's 
recent  bid  experience  and  are  shown  in  escalated  dollars.  The  LRVs  will  feature 
extra-wide  rear  doors  and  six  axles.  The  costs  Include:  6.51  sales  tax; 
Inspection,  acceptance  and  delivery  charges;  spare  parts;  and  Installation  of 
fareboxes,  AVL  equipment  and  radios. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  HTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Storage  Maintenance  Facilities  Rehabilitation 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Structural,  ventilation  and  other  improvements  to  Muni's  existing  operating 
storage,  maintenance  and  administration  facilities. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (9)  Vehicle  Maintenance  Shops  and  Garages 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  35-36  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-44 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $2,877,420  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20X)  $719,355  STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $24,685,575 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  This  is  an  ongoing  UMTA  Section  9 supported  activity 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 1 1 5(b) (22)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15301  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Chapter  9.  dp.  70-77. 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  Impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  Impact  of  these 
Impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 
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Page  2 


Muni  Storage  Maint. 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 
Reference 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 


Most  of  Muni's  operating  facilities  are  over  forty  years  old  and  much  needed 
rehabilitation  Is  overdue.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  recently  completed  a study 
that  indicated  a serious  problem  with  deferred  maintenance  In  the  City 
buildings.  It  recommended  a significant  increase  in  infrastructure  investment 
to  avoid  the  need  for  total  replacements  later.  The  following  Improvements  are 
essential  to  provide  a safer,  healthier,  and  more  efficient  operating 
environment. 


o Physical  Plant  Improvements 

These  improvements  include  the  following:  hydraulic  lift  replacement; 

building  renovation  to  create  additional  space  for  tire  shops,  restrooms, 
and  other  activities;  sprinklers,  flooring,  and  fence  replacement;  drainage 
improvements;  and  rehabilitation  of  battery  charging  systems. 

o Industrial  Safety  Improvements 

These  improvements  include  the  following:  asbestos  removal;  emergency 

lighting  modifications;  fire  systems;  diesel  fuel  piping  rehabilitation; 
hazardous  waste  removal;  and  installment  of  hazardous  fluid  control  meters. 

o Metro  System  Improvements 

The  Muni  Metro  System  is  now  carrying  some  135,000  riders  daily.  In  order 
to  maximize  its  potential,  a number  of  improvements  are  proposed  to  be 
accomplished  on  an  annual  basis.  They  include:  modifications  and/or 

additions  to  passenger  boarding  platforms;  rerailing  work,  the  addition 
and/or  modification  of  switches. 

o Heating  and  Ventilation  Improvements 

As  indicated  previously  many  of  Muni's  facilities  are  quite  old.  As  a 
consequence  the  heating  and  ventilation  system  at  various  facilities  are 
inadequate  and  require  extensive  rehabilitation. 

o Cable  Car  Enhancements 

With  the  reopening  of  the  Cable  Car  System,  it  has  become  apparent  that 
several  areas  of  program  enhancement  are  needed  to  accomplish  a broad  range 
of  service  related  Industrial  plant  Improvements.  The  Improvements  are 
designed  to  Increase  productivity,  lower  future  maintenance  costs  and  reduce 
equipment  downtime.  Improvements  have  been  recommended  by  consulting 
engineers.  These  recommendations  support  a preventive  maintenance  approach 
to  Cable  Car  upkeep.  The  improvements  are:  utility  work  within  the  Cable 

Barn;  track  work;  maintenance  equipment;  circulation  Improvements;  and  minor 
traction  modification. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Woods  Division  Redevelopment 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

The  acquisition  and  development  of  additional  property  adjacent  to  the  Woods 
facility  to  allow  expansion  and  more  effective  organization  of  maintenance  and 
operating  functions  for  motor  coaches.  The  1987-88  phase  of  the  project  would 
provide  for  funds  for  construction. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (9)  Vehicle  Maintenance  Shops  and  Garage 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  42-43  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-45 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $10,000,000  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $2,500,000  STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $12,500,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  Project  Engineering  was  funded  with 

Section  9 resources  (CA-90-X223) . 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 1 15(b)(25)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS: 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  Involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Ch.  9 dp.  70-77 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  d.  76. 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  Impact  of  these 
Impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 
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Muni  Wood  Div.  Redev. 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 
Reference 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  present  site  at  Woods  is  7.3  acres.  Muni  proposes  to  purchase  a 3.1  acre 
parcel  bounded  by  Tubbs,  Tennessee,  23rd  and  Indiana  Streets  and  occupy  the  2.6 
acre  right  of  way  on  Indiana  and  Tubbs.  This  new  site  would  provide  space  for 
additional  running  repair,  bus  parking  and  employee  parking.  Several  repair 
shops  could  be  relocated  to  the  new  wing  which  would  feature  wider  bus  bays  for 
easier  maintenance.  Site  circulation  would  be  simpler  and  conflict-free.  The 
facility  would  be  capable  of  maintaining  articulated  coaches,  which  is  currently 
not  possible. 

Woods  Division  is  Muni's  principal  operating  and  central  maintenance  facility 
for  motor  coaches.  Approximately  260  coaches  are  stored  there  and  approximately 
another  100  parked  nearby  at  Pier  70  and  the  leased  Army  Street  yard.  Woods 
also  provides  central  maintenance  support  for  the  160  buses  stored  at  Kirkland 
Division.  The  Woods  expansion  project  would  allow  Kirkland  Division  to  be 
abandoned. 

Muni's  Master  Facilities  Plan  identified  several  significant  problems  with  the 
present  Woods  design,  all  of  which  are  aggravated  by  overcrowding. 

o poor  circulation  for  daily  servicing. 

o inadequately  sizes  repair  bays,  particularly  deficient  for  effective 
articulated  bus  maintenance. 

o inadequate  storage  space. 

o a mezzanine  structure  running  the  length  of  the  building  that 

complicates  conversion  of  the  facility  for  drive-through  operations. 

o lack  of  off-street  parking  for  employees. 

o inability  to  service  articulated  coaches. 

The  financial  plan  for  the  project  envision  a mix  of  UMTA  Section  3 and  Section 
9 funds.  The  Section  3 funds  would  be  required  to  acquire  the  project  site  if  a 
land  exchange  or  sale  of  other  PUC  property  is  infeasible.  The  project  is 
consistent  with  Muni's  long-range  Facilities  Plan. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Trolley  Overhead  Reconstruction:  30-Stockton  Line 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

The  project  proposed  for  1987-88  Annual  Element  provides  for  the  phased  design 
and  reconstruction  of  the  trolley  overhead  system  serving  the  Municipal 
Railway's  30-Stockton  trolley  route. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (5)  Power  Generation  and  Distribution  Facilities 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  46-48  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-46 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $2,247,200  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $561,800  TP&D/ARTICLE  XIX 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $2,809,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  The  reconstruction  of  the  trolley  overhead  system  has  been 

an  ongoing  capital  program  since  1978.  UMTA  has  provided  ongoing  capital 
assistance  for  this  activity. 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 1 15(b)(8,21 ) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15302  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Chapter  9.  dp.  70-77. 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  Impact  of  these 
Impediments? 

Reference 
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Muni  Trolley  Reconstctn. 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

In  1978  the  Municipal  Railway  began  a multi-year  effort  to  rehabilitate  its 
extensive  trolley  coach  overhead  network.,  most  of  which  was  originally 
constructed  In  the  1 940 ' s - 

The  objective  of  trolley  overhead  reconstruction  is  to  avoid  continuing 
operational  problems,  reduce  maintenance  costs,  and  increase  system  reliability. 

The  priorities  for  rebuilding  are  determined  by  the  latest  analyses  of  overhead 
maintenance  requirements  and  road  call  frequencies  compiled  by  Muni  Operations 
and  the  Overhead  Lines  Department. 

The  reconstruction  work  consists  of  the  replacement  of  all  of  the  worn  out 
components  such  as  all  of  the  intersection  special  work  (switches,  crossings, 
curve  segments,  etc.),  trolley  wire,  and  certain  of  the  trolley  poles  and 
tangent  spans  which  have  deteriorated  beyond  repair. 

The  new  construction  and  reconstruction  work  will  be  upgraded  to  include 
features  which  will  provide  a more  reliable  system  with  regards  to  operations 
and  maintenance. 

Street  light,  traffic  signal  and  trolley  overhead  facilities  will  be 
consolidated  on  single  poles  where  feasible  and  where  such  consolidation  will 
result  in  the  removal  of  excess  poles. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Franci sco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Muni  Metro  Overhead  Lines  Maintenance  Vehicle 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

The  purchase  of  a rail  maintenance  vehicle  fitted  with  all  fixed  and  mechanical 
equipment  necessary  to  repair  the  overhead  lines  serving  the  Muni  light  rail 
system. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (3)  Service  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  63-64 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $967,241 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20X)  $241,811 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,209,051 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 1 1 5(b) (23)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15302  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Ch.  9 dp.  70-77 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-47 

UMTA  Section  9 
ARTICLE  XIX/TP&D 
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X No. 


Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Muni  operates  five  high  capacity  streetcar  lines  between  the  outer  residential 
areas  and  the  City's  downtown  retail  and  commercial  districts.  The  Muni  Metro 
22  mile  system  currently  carries  about  135,000  riders  per  day.  The  assurance  of 
a safe  and  effective  Muni  Metro  System  requires  adequate  maintenance  equipment. 
The  overhead  lines  rail  maintenance  vehicle  will  provide  the  necessary  support 
to  the  light  rail  system. 

At  present.  Muni  uses  a forty-year-old  converted  streetcar  for  maintaining 
overhead  street  and  subway  lines.  This  vehicle  has  exceeded  its  useful  life  and 
is  not  properly  equipped  for  operating  on  the  City's  transit  system 

To  replace  this  vehicle  Muni  is  proposing  to  purchase  a single  unit,  self 
propelled,  electrically  powered  rail  car.  The  vehicle  will  be  fitted  with  all 
fixed  and  mechanical  equipment  necessary  to  repair  and  improve  overhead  lines 
maintenance  within  the  subway  and  on  the  streets.  The  vehicle  specification 
will  also  include  diesel  auxiliary  power,  a scissor  platform, 
extendable-person-lift,  wire  reel  mounts,  material  and  tool  storage,  and  cab 
enclosures  for  two-way  operations. 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Francisco/Oakland 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  San  Mateo  County 
Transit  District 
Program  Number:  CA-90-X2. 


Estimated  Apportionment 
for  FY  1988: 

Carryover  Funds: 
Transfer  Funds: 
Total  Funds  Available: 


$81 ,045,527 
400,083 
-0- 

$81 ,445,610 


Project  Description 
I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1 . Replacement  Buses 

2.  Replacement  Buses 

Subtotal  Capital 


Local 


$1,374,606 

2,455,651 

$3,830,257 


Federal 

$5,498,426 

9,822,604 

$15,321,030 


Total 


$6,873,032 

12,278,255 

$19,151,287 


II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE  for  period  from  July  1,  1987  to  June  30,  1988 

$24,788,943  $1,635,607  $26,424,550 

TOTALS:  $28,619,200  $16,956,637  $45,575,837 
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PROJECT  BUDGET  WORKSHEET 


For  the  Period:  July  1 . 1987  - June  30.  1988 

Transit  Operator:  SamTrans 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (HTC) 


(1)  Total  Operating  Expenses 

o Fixed  Rt.  Bus  Operation 

$35,334,550 

TOTAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

$35.334,550 

(2)  Less  Eliminations 

o Section  8 

$ 64,000 

TOTAL  ELIMINATIONS 

$ 64.000 

(3)  Eligible  Operating  Expenses 

$35.270,550 

(4)  Less  Farebox  and  Other  Revenue  Not 

Included  in  Local  Share 

o Farebox 

$ 8,036,000 

o Other 

810,000 

TOTAL  FAREBOX  AND  OTHER  REVENUE  NOT 

APPLIED  AGAINST  ELIGIBLE  EXPENSES 

NOT  INCLUDABLE  AS  LOCAL  SHARE 

$ 8.846.000 

(5)  Net  Project  Cost 

$26,424,550 

(6)  Local  Share 

o TDA 

$11,466,176 

o STA 

164,983 

o Sales  Tax 

13,157,784 

LOCAL  SHARE 

$24,788,943 

(7)  Net  Expenses  before  Applying  UMTA  Funds 

$ 1,635,607 

(8)  UMTA  Funds  Requested  - Section  9 

$ 1 .635.60? 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  HTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  SamTrans 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  40  Sixty-foot  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  of  40  sixty-foot  buses  with  air  conditioning,  lift  equipped,  electronic 
destination  signs  and  related  spare  equipment. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  III-93 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $9,822,604 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%)  $2,455,651 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $12,278,255 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115  (b)(20)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  11-43  (Standard  V.7.4): 

11-44  (Item, 3) 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  11-44  (Item  2). 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  11-49  (Item  4). 

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  11-44  (Item  6). 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-53 

UMTA  Section  9 

STA 
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SamTrans  40  60-Ft.  Buses 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

This  program  is  for  replacement  of  seventy-four  AH  General  buses  which  were 
purchased  in  mld-1977.  This  was  the  first  major  bus  purchase  by  the  San  Mateo 
County  Transit  District.  The  replacement  buses  will  include  wheelchair  lifts, 
air  conditioning,  inspection  service,  electronic  destination  signs,  related 
spare  components,  required  tools,  delivery  fees,  project  administration  and 
contingency.  Forty  of  the  buses  will  be  sixty  feet  in  length  (subject  of  this 
funding  program  request)  and  thirty-four  will  be  forty  feet  long. 

At  this  writing,  the  AM  Generals  have  not  yet  reached  replacement  age.  Based  on 
the  following  schedule,  the  buses  will  be  over  twelve  years  old  by  the  delivery 
date. 


July  1988: 
October  1988: 
April  1989: 
January  1990: 


Grant  Appl i cation 
Develop  Specifications 
Award  Bid 
Delivery 


Although  SamTrans'  AM  Generals  are  standard  buses,  forty  sixty-foot  buses  are 
being  requested  to  replace  forty  of  the  AM  Generals  in  order  to  increase  seating 
capacity.  The  larger  buses  will  help  to  eliminate  overloads  that  exist  on  major 
trunklines,  commute  service  into  San  Francisco,  routes  that  serve  the  Daly  City 
BART  Station,  and  some  local  service.  Based  on  field  observations  and  load 
checks  as  shown  in  Table  A,  below,  SamTrans  needs  forty  articulated  buses  on 
four  overloaded  routes.  New,  reliable  vehicles  will  also  assist  in  keeping 
schedule  adherence  within  tolerable  levels. 


In  addition,  of  the  seventy-four  AM  Generals,  only  twenty-four  originally  had 
lifts.  All  the  lift  equipment  was  manufactured  by  TDT  which  has  since  gone  out 
of  business.  As  a result,  as  parts  have  needed  replacing  and/or  heavy 
maintenance  has  been  necessary,  SamTrans  has  discontinued  using  these  lifts. 
Thus,  of  the  seventy-four  AM  Generals,  none  currently  have  working  lifts.  The 
new  buses,  however,  will  be  equipped  with  the  latest  lift  technology. 
Procurement  of  these  lift  equipped  vehicles,  then,  will  be  necessary  to 
successfully  implement  SamTrans'  504  compliance  plan  (see  pages  8 and  9 of  that 
plan,  previously  submitted  to  UMTA,  for  further  discussion  on  this  issue). 


Table  A 

Articulated  Buses  Needed  and 
Load  Factors  on  SamTrans'  Routes 

No.  of  Articulated 


Route  Buses  Needed  Load  Factor 


5M  (Major  trunkline) 
7B  (Service  to  SFO  & 

14 

1.2 

downtown  S.F.) 

4 

1.3 

20C,  20J  (Service  to 

Daly  City  BART) 
6A  (School  & local  service 

16 

1.05 

in  South  County) 

6 

1.5 

(4944a) 


Total  Articulated  (60-foot)  buses  needed:  40 

Average  Load  Factor  on  these  routes:  1.26 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  SamTrans 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  34  forty- foot  buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  of  34  forty-foot  buses  with  air  conditioning,  lift  equipped, 
electronic  destination  signs  and  related  spare  equipment  and  components. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  III-93 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $5,498,426 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $1,374,606 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $6,873,032 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115  (b) (20)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15302  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 

7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  11-43  (Standard  V.7.4): 

11-44  (Item  3). 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  11-44  (Item  2.) 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  11-49  (Item  4) . 

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact 
of  these  impediments? 

Reference 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-53 

UMTA  Section  9 
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SamTrans  34  40-Foot  Buses 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  11-44  (Item  6). 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 


This  Is  a project  which  Is  replacement  in  nature  and  is  needed  to  maintain 
existing  service. 

The  FY  1987-88  program  contains  a request  for  74  buses.  The  breakdown  is 
for  34,  forty-foot  buses  and  40,  sixty-foot  buses. 


This  program  is  for  replacement  of  seventy-four  AM  General  buses  which  were 
purchased  in  mid-1977.  This  was  the  first  major  bus  purchase  by  the 
San  Mateo  County  Transit  District.  The  replacement  buses  will  include 
wheelchair  lifts,  air  conditioning,  inspection  service,  electronic 
destination  signs,  related  spare  components,  required  tools,  delivery  fees, 
project  administration  and  contingency.  Forty  of  the  buses  will  be  sixty 
feet  in  length  and  thirty-four  will  be  forty  feet  long  (subject  of  this 
funding  program  request). 


At  this  writing,  the  AM  Generals  have  not  yet  reached  replacement  age. 

Based  on  the  following  schedule,  the  buses  will  be  over  twelve  years  old  by 
the  delivery  date. 


July  1988: 
October  1988: 
April  1989: 
January  1990: 


Grant  Application 
Develop  Specifications 
Award  Bid 
Delivery 


Although  SamTrans'  AM  Generals  are  standard  buses,  forty  sixty-foot  buses 
are  being  requested  to  replace  forty  of  the  AM  Generals  in  order  to 
increase  seating  capacity.  The  larger  buses  will  help  to  eliminate 
overloads  that  exist  on  major  trunklines,  commute  service  into 
San  Francisco,  routes  that  serve  the  Daly  City  BART  Station,  and  some  local 
service.  Based  on  field  observations  and  load  checks  as  shown  in  Table  A, 
SamTrans  needs  forty  articulated  buses  on  four  overloaded  routes.  New, 
reliable  vehicles  will  also  assist  in  keeping  schedule  adherence  within 
tolerable  levels. 
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SamTrans  34  40-Ft.  Buses 


In  addition,  of  the  seventy-four  Am  Generals,  only  twenty-four  originally 
had  lifts.  All  the  lift  equipment  was  manufactured  by  TDT  which  has  since 
gone  out  of  business.  As  a result,  as  parts  have  needed  replacing  and/or 
heavy  maintenance  has  been  necessary,  SamTrans  has  discontinued  using  these 
lifts.  Thus,  of  the  seventy-four  Am  Generals,  none  currently  have  working 
lifts.  The  new  buses,  however,  will  be  equipped  with  the  latest  lift 
technology.  Procurement  of  these  lift  equipped  vehicles,  then,  will  be 
necessary  to  successfully  Implement  SamTrans'  504  compliance  plan  (see 
pages  8 and  9 of  that  plan,  previously  submitted  to  UMTA,  for  further 
discussion  on  this  issue) . 


Table  A 

Articulated  Buses  Needed  and 
Load  Factors  on  SamTrans1  Routes 


No.  of  Articulated  Load 

Route  Buses  Needed  Factor 

5M  (Major  Trunkline)  14  1.2 

7B  (Service  to  SFO  and 

Downtown  S.F. ) 4 1.3 

20C,  20J  (Service  to 

Daly  City  BART)  16  1.05 

6A  (School  and  local  service 

in  South  County)  6 1.5 

Total  Articulated  (60-Foot)  Buses  Needed:  40 

Average  Load  Factor  on  these  routes:  1.26 


(4944a) 


SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Francisco/Oakland 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 

Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  City  of  Vallejo 
Program  Number:  CA-90-X2. 


Estimated  Apportionment 
for  FY  1988: 

Carryover  Funds: 
Transfer  Funds: 
Total  Funds  Available: 


$81,045,527 

400,083 

-0- 

$81,445,610 


Project  Description 
I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1 . Replacement  Buses 

2.  Expansion  Buses 

Subtotal  Capital 


Local 

$597,124 

220,044 

$817,168 


Federal 

$2,388,496 

880,176 

$3,268,672 


Total 

$2,985,620 

1,100,220 

$4,085,840 


II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE  for  period  from  July  1,  1987  to  June  30,  1988 

$1,439,658  $ 213,242  $1,652,900 

TOTALS:  $2,256,826  $3,481,914  $5,738,740 


(4963a / 1 4 ) 
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PROJECT  BUDGET  HORKSHEET 

For  the  Period:  July  1.  1987  - June  30.  1988 

Transit  Operator:  City  of  Vallejo 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC) 


(1)  Total  Operating  Expenses 

o Operatins  $2,355,000 


TOTAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

$2,355,000 

(2) 

Less  Eliminations 

o Section  8 Planning 
(Including  Local  Match) 

$ 

40,000 

TOTAL  ELIMINATIONS 

$ 

40.000 

(3) 

Eligible  Operating  Expenses 

$2 

,315,000 

(4) 

Less  Farebox  and  Other  Revenue  Not 
Included  in  Local  Share 

o Farebox  (estimated) 

$ 

662,100 

TOTAL  FAREBOX  AND  OTHER  REVENUE  NOT 
APPLIED  AGAINST  ELIGIBLE  EXPENSES 
NOT  INCLUDABLE  AS  LOCAL  SHARE 

$ 

662.100 

(5) 

Net  Project  Cost 

$1 

,652,900 

(6) 

Local  Share 

o TDA 
o STA 

$1 

,188,433 

251,225 

LOCAL  SHARE 

$1 

.439.658 

(7) 

Net  Expenses  before  Applying  UMTA  Funds 

$ 

213.242 

(8) 

UMTA  Funds  Requested  - Section  9 

$ 

213.242 

(4957a) 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FQR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  HTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Vallejo 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  16  Replacement  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Program  calls  for  the  replacement  of  vehicles  in  the  revenue  fleet  which  have 
reached  12  years  of  age  and  have  at  least  400,000  service  miles.  Sixteen  (16) 
buses  will  meet  these  criteria  in  program  year  1987-88.  Attached  is  a list  of 
buses  programmed  for  replacement  including  year,  model,  vehicle  registration 
number  and  mileage. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vehicle 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  pg.  69  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-65 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $2,388,496  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%)  $597,124  STA  70% 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $2,985,620 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEpA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115(b)  (20)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Adm.  Code  Section  15302  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  pg.  83  & Appendix 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference 


( 4953a /7 ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Based  on  Vallejo's  bus  replacement  plan,  sixteen  (16)  buses  are  eligible  for 
replacement  in  FY  1987-88.  These  16  buses  represent  sixty  seven  percent  (671) 
of  Vallejo's  current  bus  fleet.  The  sixteen  buses  programmed  for  replacement 
Include  fourteen  (14)  1975  and  two  (2)  1964  GMG  "New  Look"  transit  coaches.  By 
the  expected  delivery  date  of  1989  the  2 1964  GMCs  will  have  reached  an  age  of 
25  years  and  over  1,000,000  service  miles;  the  1975  GMCs  would  have  reached  14 
years  of  age  and  500,000  miles  of  service. 

Vallejo's  transit  service  relies  on  the  continued  mechanical  dependability  of 
the  above  16  buses.  These  buses  are  the  mainstay  of  the  Vallejo  system.  (The 
City  purchased  5 Gillig  buses  in  1981  which  have  been  plagued  with  mechanical 
problems  and  do  not  contribute  to  overall  fleet  reliability.) 

Vallejo  Transit  Lines  maintenance  records  indicate  an  increase  in  maintenance 
hours  per  GMC  coach  over  the  past  two  years.  The  timely  replacement  of  these  16 
buses  will  result  in  increased  productivity  in  measures  related  to  reliability, 
efficiency,  and  effectiveness  (i.e.,  miles  between  road  calls,  maintenance 
output  per  employee,  or  maintenance  cost  per  bus  mile). 

Vallejo  has  maintained  a spare  ratio  of  20X,  consistent  with  UMTA  guidelines. 
Vallejo  presently  operates  20  buses  during  peak  hours,  with  4 spares  available 
for  routine  maintenance  and  backup  purposes.  To  maintain  the  existing  spare 
ratio,  given  the  age  of  the  fleet,  it  is  essential  that  Vallejo's  vehicle 
replacement  schedule  be  maintained. 


(4953a/8) 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Vallejo 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Expansion  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  of  six  (6)  new  accessible  expansion  buses  and  related  equipment. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  pg.  69 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $880,176 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $220,044 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,100,220 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  In  Process 

CEQA  STATUS:  In  Process 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  dq.  83  & Appendix 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  Impact  of  these 
Impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-65 

UMTA  Section  9 
TDA 
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X No. 


Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Vallejo  is  experiencing  residential  growth  in  areas  peripheral  to  the  existing 
transit  service  area.  Current  residential  building  permits  on  file  at  the  City 
Indicate  over  5,500  units  are  now  under  construction.  By  1989,  approximately 
2,300  additional  units  will  be  completed  in  the  Glen  Cove  area  of  Southeast 
Vallejo,  and  an  additional  2,000  are  pending  construction.  In  the  East 
Redwood/Columbus  Parkway  area  of  Vallejo,  over  1,100  units  are  now  under 
construction,  and  an  additional  1,100  will  be  constructed  within  the  next  2 to  3 
years.  These  two  areas  will  require  transit  service  based  on  Vallejo's  transit 
service  policies,  using  two  (2)  new  accessible  buses  by  1989. 

Based  on  a recent  study  conducted  by  JHK  Associates,  Vallejo  residents  need  and 
will  use  a service  which  operates  between  Vallejo  and  the  El  Cerrito  Del  Norte 
BART  station.  Conservative  estimates  developed  by  JHK  and  Associates  indicate 
an  initial  demand  of  between  500  and  800  round  trips  per  week  for  this  service, 
growing  to  2,000  or  more  when  the  market  matures  after  2 years.  To  provide  this 
service  three  accessible  buses  and  one  spare  will  be  need  by  1989.  The  ability 
of  Vallejo  to  provide  a BART  service  is  a key  element  of  increasing  overall 
system  farebox  recovery.  The  BART  service  is  expected  to  generate  a much  higher 
farebox  return  than  the  existing  local  Vallejo  routes,  thereby  reducing 
operating  subsidies  and  improving  overall  system  farebox  recovery. 

The  6 accessible  vehicles  will  be  used  to  implement  proposed  service 
improvements  proposed  and  justified  in  Vallejo's  Short  Range  Transit  Plan. 

These  vehicles  are  expected  to  be  developed  as  follows: 

o Vallejo-El  Cerrito  Del  Norte  route  - 3 buses  (in  FY  1988-89,  replacing 
previously  leased  buses  used  for  this  service).  Initial  ridership  of 
200-350  per  day,  increasing  to  700+  per  day  after  2 years. 

o East  Redwood  Parkway  - Glen  Cove  area  extension  - 2 buses  (FY  1988-89) 
300-400  new  riders  per  day  in  each  area,  growing  to  600+  in  Glen  Cover  one 
additional  2,000  units  developed. 

o Spare  vehicle  - 1 bus  (maintaining  201  spare  ratio  between  the  above  3 
service  expansion  projects). 


( 4953a/ 10) 
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FY  1987-88  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
SAN  JOSE  URBANIZED  AREA 
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URBANIZES  AREA 
SAN  JOSE 


APPORTIONMENT : FY  1986-87  Carryover  1228,001 

FY  1967-88  Estimate  _ *17,148,439 

Yliia  Transfer  Carryover  *483,235 

Las  Vegas  Transfer  *2,167,460 

Tota.  *20,029,134 


DESIGNATED  RECIPIENT: 

Metropohtar  Transp.  Comssicn 

UTflA  Sec. 9 Cumulative  Local  Total 

PROGRAr.  OF  PROJECTS  (Dollars)  Total  hater.  19B7-8E  Lost 


OPERA"' I NE  ASSISTANCE 


CA.TRAIN  622,112 

SClTC  6,963,000  (*) 


CAcI~Al.  PROJECTS 


Subtotal  7,605,112 


7,605, 


112 


CAuTRAIN 


Traci  Rehabilitation  !SJ! 

2,854,97= 

713,745 

3,5tE,723 

Station  Acquisition 

i,5=l,C2C  ♦ 

390,253 

1,951,277 

Guadalupe  LR7  Fnase  1 

Subtotal 

4,416,00,' 

12,021,112 

1,104,000 

5,520,000 

3,901,960 

975,490 

4,877,450 

Registering  Farecoxes 

3,360,00'. 

840,000 

4,200,000 

Kaint  of  Nay  Building 

936,960  (*«) 

234,240 

1,171,200 

Subtotal 

8,198,920 

20,220,032 

2,049,730 

10,248,650 

(•)  Includes  Section  9 funds  fro*  Las  Vegas  Urbanized  Area, 

*154,713  operating,  $1,561,022  capital,  pending  approval. 
U»1  Includes  Section  9 funds  frot  Yuaa  Urbanized  Area, 

*485,235  capital  carryover  funds  fro*  FY  19B6-B7; 
also  includes  Section  9 funds  fro*  Las  Vegas  Urbanized  Area, 
up  to  *451,725  capital,  pending  approval. 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Jose 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  California  Department  of 
Transportation 
Program  Number:  CA-90-X2. 


Estimated  Apportionment 
for  FY  1988: 

Carryover  Funds: 
Transfer  Funds: 
Carryover  Transfer  Funds: 
Total  Funds  Available: 


$17,148,439 

228,000 

2,167,460 

485,235 

$20,029,134 


Project  Description 
I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1 . Track  Rehabi 1 i tation 

2.  Station  Acquisition 

Subtotal  Capital 


Local 

$ 713,745 

390,255 

$1,104,000 


Federal 


$2,854,978 
1 ,561 ,022 

$4,416,000 


Total 

$ 3,568,723 
1 ,951 ,277 

$ 5,520,000 


II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE  for  period  from  July  1,  1987  to  June  30,  1988 

$12,717,093  622,112  $13,339,205 

TOTALS:  $13,821,093  $5,038,112  $18,859,205 


Negotiations  are  in  progress  to  arrange  the  transfer  of  unused  Section  9 
funds  from  other  urbanized  areas  to  the  San  Jose  Urbanized  Area.  If  these 
negotiations  succeed,  the  full  $5,038,112  in  Section  9 funds  will  be  claimed. 
If  they  fail,  up  to  $1,561,022  will  be  added  to  the  local  share  for  capital 
costs. 
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PROJECT  BUDGET  WORKSHEET 


For  the  Period: 
Transit  Operator: 
Designated  Recipient: 


July  1.  1987  - June  30.  1988 
California  Department  of  Transportation 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC) 


(1)  Total  Operating  Expenses 
o SP  Contract  Costs 
TOTAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

(2)  Less  Eliminations 

o 3/4  Cent  Tax  for  Transit 
o Property  Taxes 

TOTAL  ELIMINATIONS 

(3)  Eligible  Operating  Expenses 

(4)  Less  Farebox  and  Other  Revenue  Not 
Included  in  Local  Share 

o CalTrain  Fares  and  Other  Revenues 

TOTAL  FAREBOX  AND  OTHER  REVENUE  NOT 
APPLIED  AGAINST  ELIGIBLE  EXPENSES 
NOT  INCLUDABLE  AS  LOCAL  SHARE 

(5)  Net  Project  Cost 

(6)  Local  Share 

o Agency  Contributions 
o State  TP&D  Funds 

LOCAL  SHARE 

(7)  Net  Expenses  before  Applying  UMTA  Funds 

(8)  UMTA  Funds  Requested  - Section  9* 


$22,485,090 

$22,485.090 

19,385 

556,500 

S 557.885 

$21,909.205 


8,570,000 

$ 

$13,339,2Q5 

$ 6,033,524 
6,033,524 

$12.067.048 

$ 1.272.157 

$ 1.272.157 


* $650,045  from  the  SF/0  UZA  and  $622,112  from  the  San  Jose  UZA. 


(4957a) 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Caltrans 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Track  Rehabilitation 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Rehabilitate  two  tunnels  and  several  grades  crossings;  replace  worn  jointed  rail 
with  continuous  welded  rail 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (4)  Transit  Way 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pg.  122-123  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-23 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $2,854,978  UMTA  Section  9 (SJ) 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $ 713,745  TP&D 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $14,513,101 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

CEQA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 1 15(b)(21 ) ; (Exempt) 

NEPA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15301  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  JL22 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
Impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 
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Page  2 


Caltrans-Track  Rehab. -SJ 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Two  tunnels  and  several  grade  crossings  remain  to  be  rehabilitated  as  well  as 
Installation  of  continuous  welded  rail.  These  projects  are  above  and  beyond  the 
routine  daily  maintenance  S.P.  provides  as  part  of  the  Cal trans/S. P.  Master 
Agreement.  Extensive  roadbed  and  drainage  work  are  required  in  the  two  tunnels; 
extensive  grade  crossing  rehabilitation  includes  replacing  worn  jointed  rail 
with  continuous  welded  rail  and  improving  road  surfaces  where  tracks  cross. 
Ballot,  rail  and  roadbed  rehabilitation  will  provide  a smoother  ride  and  ensure 
passenger  safety. 

An  Ad  Hoc  JPA  has  been  formed  to  address  the  issues  concerning  continuing 
control  of  CalTrain.  Discussions  are  ongoing. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  HTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Caltrans 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Station  Acquisition  Program 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Appraisals  of  California  Avenue,  Castro,  Palo  Alto  and  San 

Jose  stations.  Acquisition  of  California  Avenue,  Castro 
and  San  Jose  stations. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  6 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  101-102  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,561,022*  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $390,255  TP&D 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $4,375,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  CA-90-X105 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771-115  (b)  (14)  and  (21) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Public  Res.  Code  Sec.  21080  (b)(ll)  j (R) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  101-102 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
Impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 
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12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 


Acquisition  of  stations  would  allow  Caltrans  to  take  advantage  of  joint 
venture  possibilities  at  these  locations.  Ownership  of  stations  also  allows 
more  flexibility  In  Improving  stations,  providing  clean,  safe  and  convenient 
accomodations  for  passengers. 

Deposit  of  an  offer  and  subsequent  acquisition  of  San  Jose  Terminal  will 
save  the  PCS  $65,940  annually  In  rental  costs  at  least  through  1990. 

Culmination  of  acquisition  process  for  California  Avenue  and  Castro  Stations 
will  also  ensure  the  continuation  of  $70,060  and  $100  respectively  in  annual 
rental  cost  reductions.  These  two  stations  are,  as  of  May  26,  1987,  part  of 
a group  of  eleven  stations  for  which  Caltrans  and  SPT  Co.  are  arbitrating 
the  purchase  price. 

The  valuation  dates  for  the  subject  properties  are  as  follows: 

California  Avenue  8-30-85  $ 694,500 

Castro  4-01-85  6,000 

San  Jose  Term.  8-29-85  3,134,000 

However,  Caltrans  has  every  reason  to  expect  that  the  values  of  these 
properties  may  have  increased  by  as  much  as  251.  The  total  grant  amount 
would  accomodate  the  potential  for  increases  in  station  values. 

An  Ad  Hoc  JPA  has  been  formed  to  address  the  issues  concerning  continuing 
control  of  CalTrain.  Discussions  are  ongoing. 


•Federal  funding  for  this  project  is  subject  to  the  successful  transfer  of  Section  9 
funds  from  the  Las  Vegas  Urbanized  Area. 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Jose  Estimated  Apportionment 

for  FY  1988:  $17,148,439 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Carryover  Funds:  $ 228,000 

Transportation  Commission  Transfer  Funds:  $ 2,167,460 

Grantee:  Santa  Clara  County  Carryover  Transfer  Funds:  $ 485,235 

Transit  District  Total  Funds  Available:  $20,029,134 

Program  Number:  CA-90-X2. 


Project  Description 

Local 

Federal 

Total 

CAPITAL  PROJECTS 

80/20  Funding: 

1.  Guadalupe  LRT  Construction 

2.  Fareboxes 

3.  Maintenance  of  Way  Building 

$975,490 

840,000 

234,240 

$3,901,960 

3,360,000 

936,960 

$4,877,450 
4,200,000 
1,171 ,200 

Subtotal  Capital 

$2,049,730 

$8,198,920 

$10,248,650 

II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE  for  period  from  July  1,  1987  to  June  30,  1988 

$93,146,353  $ 6,983,000  $100,129,353 

TOTALS:  $95,196,083  $15,181,920  $110,378,003 


Negotiations  are  in  progress  to  arrange  the  transfer  of  unused  Section  9 
funds  from  other  urbanized  areas  to  the  San  Jose  Urbanized  Area.  If  these 
negotiations  succeed,  the  full  $15,181,920  in  Section  9 funds  will  be 
claimed.  If  they  fail,  up  to  $154,713  will  be  added  to  the  local  share  for 
operating  costs  and  up  to  $936,960  will  be  added  to  the  local  share  for  capital 
projects. 
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For  the  Period: 


PROJECT  BUDGET  WORKSHEET 
July  K 1987  - June  30.  1988 


Transit  Operator:  Santa  Clara  Countv  Transit  District 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (HTC) 


(1)  Total  Operating  Expenses 


o Salaries/Benefits 
o Services 
o Other 


$ 84,576,332 
9,494,961 
21,910,462 


TOTAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 


SI  15.981 .755 


(2)  Less  Eliminations 


o CalTrain  Subsidy 
o HOV  Enforcement 
o Paratransit  Coordinator 
o Section  8 

o other  - Commissioners  Fee 


$ 3,730,000 
463,402 
625,000 
64,000 


TOTAL  ELIMINATIONS 


S 4.B82.402 


(3)  Eligible  Operating  Expenses 


$111,099,353 


(4)  Less  Farebox  and  Other  Revenue  Not 
Included  in  Local  Share 


o Farebox 
o Other 


$ 10,500,000 
470,000 


TOTAL  FAREBOX  AND  OTHER  REVENUE  NOT 
APPLIED  AGAINST  ELIGIBLE  EXPENSES 
NOT  INCLUDABLE  AS  LOCAL  SHARE 


(5)  Net  Project  Cost 


$100,129,353 


(6)  Local  Share 


0 TDA 
o Sales  Tax 

LOCAL  SHARE 

(7)  Net  Expenses  before  Applying  UMTA  Funds 

(8)  UMTA  Funds  Requested  - Section  9 


$ 34,400,000 
58,746,353 

$ 93.146.353 

$ 6.983.000 


* Federal  funding  in  the  amount  of  $154,713  is  subject  to  the  successful 
transfer  of  unusued  Section  9 funds  from  the  Las  Vegas  urbanized  area. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Guadalupe  Corridor  LRT  (Phase  I) 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Construction  of  Light  Rail  Transit  in  the  Guadalupe  Corridor.  Phase  I is  the 
project  scope  as  defined  in  the  FFGA. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (4)  Transit  Way 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pg.  144  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-58 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $3,901,960  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $ 975,490  Operator 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $379,853,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  CA-03-0254  CA-03-0202  CA-90-0007  CA-90-X044 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  EIR  approved 

CEQA  STATUS:  EIS  approved 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _25 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  25 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _2£ 

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  Impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 
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X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  25 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed 
Reference 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

UMTA  Full  Funding  Grant  Agreement. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Electronic  Farebox  System 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Upgrading  to  electronic  registering  farebox  equipment  (registering  fareboxes). 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (12)  Revenue  Collection 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pg.  137 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $3,360,000 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%)  $ 840,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $4,200,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  N/A 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115(b)  (23) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  25.  137 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  25.  137 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  25.  137 

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-58 

UMTA  Section  9 
Operator 
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X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  25.  137 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

This  new  system  would  update  existing  fareboxes  to  meet  the  accepted  standard 
for  major  bus  systems  of  electronic  registering  fareboxes.  Self-service  fare 
vending  machines  will  be  used  for  the  Guadalupe  Corridor  Light  Rail  System, 
which  starts  operation  in  late  1987.  This  proposal  would,  therefore,  allow  the 
update  and  coordination  of  the  District's  complete  revenue  collection  system. 

Registering  farebox  ensures  correct  fare  payment,  eliminating  underpayment  of 
fares  and  increasing  revenues.  Cash  fares  and  pass/ticket  use  can  be  registered 
by  category.  Additionally,  details  on  revenue  and  ridership  can  be  determined 
by  route,  route  segment,  and  time. 

A microcomputer-based  reporting  system  accesses  data  from  the  farebox  through  an 
optic  probe  to  provide  management  information  on  all  farebox  events,  including 
revenue,  ridership,  maintenance  data,  and  cashbox  pulling.  The  optic  probe  also 
allows  removal  of  cashboxes  through  an  electronic  lock,  eliminating  keys  and 
improving  revenue  security. 

Built-in  self-diagnostics  are  provided  for  use  in  preventive  maintenance 
pi anni ng . 

Improved  technology  for  currency  transporting  and  counting,  and  coin  bypass 
permits  operation  even  in  the  event  of  a jammed  coin  mechanism,  provides  faster, 
safer  boarding  of  the  passengers. 

The  proposed  project  is  subject  to  an  LONP  request  to  UMTA. 

Private  Sector  Participation  — Supplemental  Information 

11a.  This  fare  collection  equipment  project  will  be  a competati vely  procured 
furnish  and  install  contract.  The  fareboxes  will  replace  existing 
non-registering  fareboxes  in  existing  buses. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC‘S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  LRT  Maintenance  of  Hay  Building 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Structure  to  house  maintenance  of  way  staff  and  materials 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  8 Operations  Building 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  p.  149 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $936,960* 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $234,240 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,171,200 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  (not  filed) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  (not  filed) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  25.  149 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  25 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _25 

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  _2£ 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
UMTA  Section  9 
Operator 


* Federal  funding  for  this  project  is  subject  to  the  successful  transfer  of 

Section  9 funds  from  the  Yuma  Urbanized  Area  and  the  Las  Vegas  Urbanized  Area. 


(4953a/5) 
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12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 


The  Maintenance  of  Way  Building  is  required  to  house  the  activities,  materials, 
and  personnel  involved  in  the  maintenance  of  the  roadway,  signal  and  power 
aspects  of  the  LRT  Infrastructure.  The  LRT  facility  construction  under  the  Full 
Funding  Grant  Agreement  did  not  Include  provisions  for  a Maintenance  of  Way 
section  within  the  LRT  operating  division.  The  original  Intention  was  to  use 
the  Road  Operations  Division  of  the  Santa  Clara  County  Transportation  Agency  for 
way  maintenance,  and  accommodate  the  activity  for  an  interim  period  within  the 
road  yard  facilities.  However,  as  the  maintenance  plan  developed  it  became 
apparent  that  the  maintenance  of  way  requirement  were  specialized  enough  and 
dissimilar  from  highway  maintenance  in  personnel,  materials,  tools  and  shop 
needs  to  warrant  a separate  organizational  unit  and  space.  The  Maintenance  of 
Way  section  will  be  placed  organizationally  within  the  LRT  Operations  Division 
for  proper  control  and  coordination  of  activities.  The  building  will  be  placed 
at  the  LRT  base  facility  for  efficient  interface  with  other  activities  and  easy 
access  to  the  LRT  yard  facilities. 

The  Maintenance  of  Way  Building  will  be  developed  in  two  phases.  This  proposed 
project  is  Phase  I which  includes  a 6,564  square  foot  structure  with  a signal 
shop,  electric  shop,  training  ready  room,  office  space  and  a power  shop.  Phase 
II  will  add  a station  room,  track  room  and  storage  areas.  Phase  I will  be 
completed  by  May,  1990,  at  a construction  cost  of  $1,171,200. 

Private  Sector  Participation  — Supplemental  Information 

11a.,  11. c ref:  Description  of  local  process  for  development  of  SCCTD  Private 

Sector  Participation  Policy  included  with  project  certification 
worksheet  for  FY  1987-88  Operating  Assistance  Grant. 

This  project  will  involve  competati vely  procured  design  and 
construction  contract. 

( 4953a / 6 ) 
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FY  1987-88  SECTION  PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
ANTIOCH-PITTSBURGH  URBANIZED  AREA 
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URBANIZE!  i;E- 
AMTluCh'PITTSBJRE 


ApFurTICKHEs*: 


FT  19B6-B7  Carryover  $450,071 

FT  19B7-8B  Estnate  _ $790,769 


Total  $1,240,860 


0ESI6NA7EL  RECIPIEK': 


fletropolitar  Trans;. 
PRCSF.Ar  OF  PRCJEZ'E 

Com;  55  ion 

tiTIW  Sec.  5 
(Dolia-s 

Cumulative 

Total 

Local 

Natct. 

Total 

19B'-8S  Cost 

cper;~:ks  a3s;stak:e 

KCKE 

CA= FRwJEZTS 

Suctot 

e.  0 

0 

0 


0 


Subtotal  C 


0 C 
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FY  1987-88  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
FAIRFIELD  URBANIZED  AREA 


-35- 


URBANIZE!  AREA 
FAIRFIELD 


APPORTIONMENT: 


FY  19B6-B7  Carryover 
FY  1 987-83  Estnate 

Total 


DESIGNATED  RECIPIENT: 
Metropolitan  Transp.  Comssion 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 

UTMA  Sec. 9 
(Dollars: 

emulative 

Total 

Local 

Match 

Total 

19B7-BE  Cost 

OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 

FAIRFIELD 

255,106 

Sustctal 

CAFITA_  PROJECTS 

255,105 

255,105 

FAIRFIELD 

E l H Lease  Costs 

1C, 400 

2,600 

13,000 

Reclaceser,:  Lifts 

40,000 

10,000 

50,000 

Expansion  Buses 

264,000 

66,000 

330,000 

Replaceaent  Heads; 5ns 

19,200 

4 , B0C 

24,000 

Maintenance  Equipient  Itecs 

40,50 : 

10,200 

51,00'- 

Subtotal 

374,40, 

93,600 

468,00.: 

629,50c 


-86- 


$i3c,e:f 

1495,66° 


$629,505 


SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  Fairfield  Estimated  Apportionment 

for  FY  1988:  $498,669 

Designated  Recipient:  Governor  of  Carryover  Funds:  $130,839 

California  Transfer  Funds:  $ -0- 

Grantee:  City  of  Fairfield  Total  Funds  Available:  $629,508 

Program  Number:  CA-90-X2. 


Project  Description 

Local 

Federal 

Total 

CAPITAL  PROJECTS 

80/20  Funding: 

1 . Expansion  Buses 

$66,000 

$264,000 

$330,000 

2.  Replacement  Headsigns 

4,800 

19,200 

24,000 

3.  Replacement  Wheelchair  Lifts 

10,000 

40,000 

50,000 

4.  Maintenance  Equipment 

10,200 

40,800 

51 ,000 

5.  Lease  E & H Vehicle 

2,600 

10,400 

13,000 

Subtotal  Capital 

$93,600 

$374,400 

$468,000 

OPERATING  ASSISTANCE  for  period 

from  July  1 

, 1987  to  June 

30,  1988 

$377,092 

$255,108 

$632,200 

TOTALS: 

$470,692 

$625,508 

$1,100,200 

(4963a / 17) 
(10-7-87) 
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PROJECT  BUDGET  WORKSHEET 


For  the  Period:  July  1.  1967  - June  30.  1988 

Transit  Operator:  Cltv  of  Fairfield 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  CHTC) 

(1)  Total  Operating  Expenses 

o Operations  $818,450 

TOTAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES  $818.450 

(2)  Less  Eliminations 

o Section  8 Planning  $ 40,000 

(Including  Local  Match) 

TOTAL  ELIMINATIONS  $ 40.000 

(3)  Eligible  Operating  Expenses  $778.450 

(4)  Less  Farebox  and  Other  Revenue  Not 
Included  in  Local  Share 

o Farebox  (estimated)  $143,250 

TOTAL  FAREBOX  AND  OTHER  REVENUE  NOT 
APPLIED  AGAINST  ELIGIBLE  EXPENSES 

NOT  INCLUDABLE  AS  LOCAL  SHARE  $146.250 

(5)  Net  Project  Cost  $632.200 

(6)  Local  Share 

o TDA  $377,092 

LOCAL  SHARE  $377.092 

(7)  Net  Expenses  before  Applying  UMTA  Funds  $255.108 

(8)  UMTA  Funds  Requested  - Section  9 $255.108 

(4957a) 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Fairfield 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  E&H  Lease  Costs 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Lease  Three  (3)  lift-equipped  dial-a-ride  transit  vehicles 

for  use  on  elderly  and  handicapped  transportation. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  8-8  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-32 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $10,400  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $ 2,600  TDA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $13,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  -0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  state  and  federal  codes) 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115  (b)(20)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  See  #12  below. 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference  See  #12  below. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 


4944a 
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Page  2 


City  of  Fairfield-E&H  Lease 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  City  of  Fairfield  leases  vehicles  from  the  private  sector  contractor  for  the 
operation  of  the  dial-a-ride  system.  Recent  UMTA  regulations  allow  the  cost  of 
leasing  equipment  and  facilities  eligible  for  capital  assistance. 


(4944a) 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Fairfield 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replacement  Lifts 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace  four  (4)  wheelchair  lifts  on  transit  coaches. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (2)  Reconditioned  Revenue  Vehicles  (Replacement  Lifts) 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  8-8  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-31 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $40,000  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $10,000  TDA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $50,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115  (b)  (23)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15302  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 

7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  See  #12  below. 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Exhibit  A.  Pas.  1-2 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference  See  #12  below. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  Impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 


( 4944a  722 ) 
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Page  2 


Fairfield  Repicmt.  Lifts 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  PROJECT  BENEFITS:  The  wheelchair  lifts  on  four 
(4)  1982  buses  have  almost  reached  the  end  of  their  useful  service  life. 
They  are  plagued  with  mechanical  problems  which  are  related  to  their  age. 

In  keeping  with  the  504  regulations  and  maintaining  1001  accessibility  on 
our  fixed-route  transit  system,  Fairfield  Transit  System  is  replacing  these 
lifts. 

The  private  sector  will  be  involved  in  this  project  through  the  procurement 
process  which  is  governed  by  City  and  UMTA  purchasing  regulations. 


(4944a) 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Fairfield 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Expansion  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  two  (2)  new  lift-equipped  thirty  (30) 

passenger  transit  coaches  with  fareboxes,  radios  and  electronic  headsigns 
and  related  equipment. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  8-8 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $264,000 

*7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $ 66,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $330,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115  (b)  (23)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15301  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 

7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  See  #12  below. 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

No.  x Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Exhibit  A Pas  1-2. 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact 
of  these  impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-31 

UMTA  Section  9 

TDA 


(4944a/24) 
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Page  2 


Fairfield  Expnsn.  Buses 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  PROJECT  BENEFITS: 

Fairfield  Transit  System  currently  owns  eight  (8)  30-foot  transit  coaches 
of  which  seven  (7)  operate  during  peak  time.  This  does  not  leave 
sufficient  enough  back-up  In  case  of  breakdown  or  ongoing  maintenance. 

The  lack  of  extra  vehicles  also  does  not  allow  Fairfield  Transit  System 
the  option  of  expanding  service  as  ridership  demand  Increases. 

The  private  sector  will  be  involved  in  this  project  through  the 
procurement  process  which  is  governed  by  City  and  UMTA  purchasing 
regulations.  Refer  to  private  sector  participation  compliance  worksheet 
for  operating  assistance  for  description  of  private  sector  involvement  in 
the  operation  of  these  vehicles. 


(4944a) 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Fairfield 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replacement  Headsigns 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  four  (4)  electronic  headsigns  to  modernize 

route  identification  on  buses. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (2)  Reconditioned  Revenue  Vehicles  (Replacement  Signs) 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  8-8  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-31 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $19,200  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%)  $ 4,800  TDA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $24,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $ -0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115  (b)  (23)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15302  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 

7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  See  #12  Below. 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Exhibit  A Pas.  1-2. 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference  See  #12  Below. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact 
of  these  impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 


(4944a) 
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Page  2 


Fairfield  Replcmt.  Headsigns 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  PROJECT  BENEFITS: 

Several  buses  in  the  Fairfield  Transit  System  fleet  are  equipped  with 
antiquated  curtain-type  head  signs.  These  headsigns  have  out-dated 
Information  and  are  of  very  little  use.  Fairfield  Transit  System  will 
purchase  four  (4)  electronic  headsigns  to  update  and  modernize  this 
Important  route  Information  device.  An  update  of  the  signs  will  also 
Improve  the  Image  of  the  Fairfield  Transit  System. 

The  private  sector  will  be  involved  in  this  project  through  the  procurement 
process  which  is  governed  by  the  City  and  UMTA  purchasing  regulations. 


(4944a) 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1. 

OPERATOR:  City  of  Fairfield. 

2. 

PROJECT  NAME:  Maintenance  Equipment  Items 

3. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  Vehicle  Maintenance  Equipment 

Items 

4. 

PROJECT  CLASS:  (16) 

Maintenance  Equipment. 

5. 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

8-8 

TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE 

6. 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $40,800 

UMTA  Section 

9 

7. 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

: (20X)  $10,200 

TDA 

8. 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

$51,000 

9. 

PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

None 

10. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Federal  exemption  23  CFR  771,115  (b)  (23)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  California  exemption  per  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15301. 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  See  #12  Below. 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Exhibit  A-Pq.  1-2. 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference  See  #12  below. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact 
of  these  Impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 


(4944a/28) 
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Fairfield  Maint.  Equipmt. 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  PROJECT  BENEFITS: 

The  FY  1985-90  SRTP  pointed  out  many  equipment  deficiencies  in  Fairfield's 
maintenance  operations.  The  items  Identified  will  improve  both  the 
efficiency  and  safety  of  the  maintenance  of  Fairfield's  Transit  Fleet. 

The  private  sector  will  be  Involved  in  this  project  through  the  procurement 
process  which  is  governed  by  City  and  UMTA  purchasing  regulations. 


(4944a) 
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FY  1987-88  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
NAPA  URBANIZED  AREA 
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JRbFMZED  AREA 
NAPA 


AP^CRTJOKMEK*: 


FY  198t-B'  Carryover 
FY  19E7-8B  Estnate 

Total 


DEEI6NS7EC  RECIPIENT: 

HEtropohta'  Trarsp.  Co««:ss:on 

1‘THA  5ec.9  Cuiulative  Local  Total 

PROoR-/  0:  PROJECTS  (Dollars)  Total  Hatch  1987-55  Cost 


OPEF.P'IK:  AaSlSTAKCE 


CAPITA  pec; 

1ECT5 

kaf; 

UtticE  E Q L.: ; p 

Jtcr t a-.i  Furniture 

3 j 2 0 

BOO 

4,000 

Lcis.r.icatit 

;r.s  Equipac',: 

10,E0C 

2,700 

13,500 

Los  Stop  lep 

irovetents 

14,600 

3,700 

18,500 

Har,a5Et=rt  1 

lr.;oriatior,  Systet 

3fc,000 

9,000 

45,000 

Subtotal 

64,800 

354,175 

lfc,20C 

81,000 

100- 


SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  Napa 

Designated  Recipient:  Governor  of 

Cal ifornia 

Grantee:  City  of  Napa 

Program  Number:  CA-90-X2. 


Estimated  Apportionment 
for  FY  1988:  $522,010 

Carryover  Funds:  $429,597 
Transfer  Funds:  $ -0- 

Total  Funds  Available:  $951,607 


Project  Description 

I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1.  Management  Information  System 

2.  Bus  Stop  Improvements 

3.  Upgrade  Communications  System 

4.  Equipment  Transfer  Center 

Subtotal  Capital 


Local  Federal  Total 


9,000 

$ 36,000 

$ 45,000 

3,700 

14,800 

18,500 

2,700 

10,800 

13,500 

800 

3,200 

4,000 

16,200 

$ 64,800 

$ 81,000 

II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE  for  period  from  July  1,  1987  to  June  30,  1987 

$296,375  $289,375  $585,750 

TOTALS:  $312,575  $354,175  $666,750 


(4963a / 18) 
(10-7-87) 
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PROJECT  BUDGET  WORKSHEET 


For  the  Period: 
Transit  Operator: 
Designated  Recipient: 


July  K 1987  - June  30.  1988 


Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (HTC) 


(1)  Total  Operating  Expenses 

o Operations  $751,850 

TOTAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES  $751 .850 

(2)  Less  Eliminations 

o Section  8 Planning  $ 28,000 

TOTAL  ELIMINATIONS  $ 28.000 

(3)  Eligible  Operating  Expenses  $723.850 

(4)  Less  Farebox  and  Other  Revenue 

Not  Included  as  Local  Share 

o Farebox  (estimated)  $135,600 

o Other  Local  $ 2,500 

TOTAL  FAREBOX  AND  OTHER  REVENUE 
APPLIED  AGAINST  ELIGIBLE  EXPENSES 

NOT  INCLUDABLE  AS  LOCAL  SHARE  $138.100 

(5)  Net  Project  Cost  $585.750 

(6)  Local  Share 

0 TDA  $296,375 

LOCAL  SHARE  $296.375 

(7)  Net  Expenses  before  Applying  UMTA  Funds  $289.375 

(8)  UMTA  Funds  Requested  - Section  9 $289.375 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  HTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Napa 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Office  Equipment  and  Furniture 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  a calculator,  a telephone  answering  machine,  a 

lettering  machine  and  related  furniture  for  the  new  Transit  Center  Office. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (15)  Office  equipment 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  PG.  7-7  (1987-91) 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $3,200 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  HATCH:  (201)  $ 800 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $4,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115  (b)  (23)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  6-18 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
Impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-40 

UMTA  Section  9 
TDA  Article  4 


(4953a/34) 
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Page  2 


Napa  City  Office  Eqpmt. 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  PROJECT  BENEFITS:  The  new  Transit  Center  office 

requires  a calculator  for  accounting  tasks,  an  answering  machine  to  provide 
after-hours  Information,  and  a lettering  machine  to  prepare  displays. 

All  capital  projects  included  in  the  1987-88  Program  of  Projects  (POP)  are 
subject  to  the  City's  competitive  bid  process,  which  involves  contracting  for 
service.  Projects  in  this  year's  POP  to  be  bid  out  include: 

Office  Furniture  Equipment:  All  items  purchased,  to  include  chairs,  tables, 

sofa,  microwave  oven,  clocks,  typewriter,  refrigerator.  Amount  of  funds 
subject  to  competitive  bid:  $4,000. 


(4953a/35) 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  HTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Napa 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Communications  Equipment 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace  existing  radio  repeater  and  the  radios  in 

five  older  buses  with  new,  more  powerful  equipment. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (14)  Communications 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  7-7  & 7-9  (1987-91)  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-40 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $10,800  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $ 2,700  TDA  Article  4 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $13,500 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115  (b)(23)(Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  6-18 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
Impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 


(4953a / 36 ) 
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12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  PROJECT  BENEFITS:  Existing  radio  repeater  is  losing 

transmission  power.  The  repeater  and  the  radios  in  the  older  buses  breakdown 
frequently  and  are  expensive  to  repair.  A new  repeater  is  needed  to  improve 
transmission  range  and  quality.  Five  new  radios  are  needed  to  upgrade  the 
reception  quality  in  the  older  buses.  These  Improvements  will  reduce  repair 
costs  and  Improve  driver  communication. 

All  capital  projects  Included  In  the  1987-88  Program  of  Projects  (POP)  are 
subject  to  the  City's  competitive  bid  process,  which  Involves  contracting  for 
service.  Projects  in  this  year's  POP  to  be  bid  out  Include: 

Radio  Repeater:  Due  to  the  fact  that  equipment  must  be  compatible  with 

other  radio  equipment  owned  and  operated  by  the  City,  this  project  may  not 
be  competitively  bid.  Amount  of  funds:  $13,500. 


(4953a/37) 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Napa 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Bus  Stop  Improvements 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Erection  of  approximately  five  information  KIOSKS, 

fifteen  schedule  boards,  and  fifteen  trash  receptacles  (at  approximately 
$325  each)  at  high  activity  stops. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  stations 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  7-7  & 7-9  (1987-91)  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-40 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $14,800  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $ 3,700  TDA  Article  4 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $18,500 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115  (b)(24)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  CAL.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15303  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 

7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Pq.  6-18. 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact 
of  these  impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 


(4944a) 
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Napa  Bus  Stop  Imprvmts. 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  PROJECT  BENEFITS:  These  Improvements  will 

Improve  information  access  and  cleanliness  at  key  stops  In  the  system 
making  them  attractive,  comfortable,  and  convenient  for  patrons. 

All  capital  projects  Included  In  the  1987-88  Program  of  Projects  (POP)  are 
subject  to  the  City's  competitive  bid  process,  which  involves  contracting 
for  service.  Projects  in  this  year's  POP  to  be  bid  out  Include: 

Shelters:  Stop  Improvements:  Schedule  boards.  Kiosks,  Trash 

Receptacles  plus  Installation  of  same  at  bus  stops 

Amount  subject  to  competitive  bid:  $18,500. 


(4944a) 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Napa 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Management  Information  (MIS)  System 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Acquire  three  personal  computers  and  software  to  assist 

with  the  analysis  of  maintenance,  operations,  and  planning  data  for  the  transit 
system.  Funds  Include  a needs  assessment  process  to  ensure  that  a workable 
system  will  be  purchased. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (13)Data  Processing 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  PP  7-7  & 7-8  (1987-91) 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $36,000 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $ 9,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $45,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115  (b)  (23)  (Exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15301  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  6-18 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-40 

UMTA  Section  9 
TDA  Article  4 


(4953a/38) 
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12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  PROJECT  BENEFITS:  Currently,  data  management  and 

analysis  are  performed  by  hand.  This  computer  system  will  permit  better 
utilization  of  staff  time  and  more  accurate  and  timely  monitoring  of  operations, 
maintenance,  and  planning. 

All  capital  projects  Included  In  the  1987-88  Program  of  Projects  (POP)  are 
subject  to  the  City's  competitive  bid  process,  which  Involves  contracting  for 
service.  Projects  In  this  year's  POP  to  be  bid  out  include: 

MIS  System:  System  Analysis  (Consultant) 

Hardware 

Software 

Amount  of  funds  subject  to  competitive  bid:  $45,000 


(4953a/39) 


FY  1987-88  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
SANTA  ROSA  URBANIZED  AREA 
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urbanized  area 

SANTA  ROSA 


APPORTIONMENT : FY  1986-87  Carryover  $737, 39C 

FY  1987-BB  Estimate  ..  $1,095,003 


Total  $1,832,393 

DESIGNA’ED  RECIPIENT: 

Metropolitan  Transp.  Coaaission 

UTNA  Se:.9  emulative  Local  Total 

PROGRAM  Dr  PROJECTS  (Dollars)  Total  Natch  1967-BB  Cost 


0P£RATINS  ASSISTANCE 


SANTA  ROSA  552,900 

SCN3NA  COJNTY  0 


CAF1TA.  PRCJECTS 


Subtotal  552,900 


552,900 


SCN3M-  COJN'Y 

5 E;pansicr  Buses  531,224  339,061  * B70,2B5 


1,084,124 


* Tr.is  «at:h  is  392  or  tne  total  project  cost. 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  Santa  Rosa 

Designated  Recipient:  Governor  of 

California 

Grantee:  City  of  Santa  Rosa 


Estimated  Apportionment 
for  FY  1988:  $1,095,003 

Carryover  Funds:  737,390 

Transfer  Funds:  -0- 

Total  Funds  Available:  $1,832,393 


Project  Description 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS: 

Local 

Federal 

Total 

None 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

II. 


OPERATING  ASSISTANCE  for  period  from  July  1,  1987  to  June 

$1,236,200  $552,900 

TOTALS:  $1,236,200  $552,900 


30,  1988 

$1,789,100 

$1,789,100 


( 4963a / 19) 
(10-7-87) 


-113- 


PROJECT  BUDGET  WORKSHEET 


For  the  Period:  July  1.  1987  - June  30.  1988 

Transit  Operator:  Cltv  of  Santa  Rosa 

Desl anated  Redolent:  MetroDolltan  TransDortatlon  Commission  (MTC) 

(1) 

Total  Operating  Expenses 

TOTAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

$2. 363. 500 

(2) 

Less  Eliminations 

o Section  8 and  Its  Local  Match 

40,000 

TOTAL  ELIMINATIONS 

$ 4QJ3QQ 

(3) 

Eligible  Operating  Expenses 

$2,323,500 

(4) 

Less  Farebox  and  Other  Revenue  Not 
Included  in  Local  Share 

o Farebox  Revenues 

$ 534,400 

o Other  Operating  Revenues 

TOTAL  FAREBOX  AND  OTHER  REVENUE  NOT 
APPLIED  AGAINST  ELIGIBLE  EXPENSES 

-0- 

NOT  INCLUDABLE  AS  LOCAL  SHARE 

$ 534.400 

(5) 

Net  Project  Cost 

$1,789,100 

(6) 

Local  Share 

o TDA 

$1,236,200 

o STA 

o Advertising  and  Other 

-0- 

LOCAL  SHARE 

$1,236,200 

(7) 

Net  Expenses  before  Applying  UMTA  Funds 

$ 552 ,9QQ 

(8) 

UMTA  Funds  Requested  - Section  9 

$ 552.900 

(4957a) 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  Santa  Rosa 

Designated  Recipient:  Governor  of 

California 

Grantee:  County  of  Sonoma 


Estimated  Apportionment 
for  FY  1988: 

Carryover  Funds:  $ 
Transfer  Funds:  $ 
Total  Funds  Available: 


Project  Description 
I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1 . Expansion  Buses 
TOTALS 


Local  Federal 


$339,061  $531,224 

$339,061  $531,224 


(4963a / 20 ) 
(10-7-87) 


,095,003 

737,390 

-0- 

,832,393 


Total 


$870,285 

$870,285 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FQR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Sonoma  County  Transit 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Five  (5)  replacement  and  expansion  transit  coaches 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  five  (5)  forty-foot  accessible  transit  coaches  to  ensure  an  appropriate 
spare  ratio  and  accommodate  planned  service  expansion. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  Revenue  Vehicle 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  7.01  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-63 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $531,224  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (391)  $339,061 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $870,285 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  CA-03-X096  and  CA-90-X174 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 1 1 5(b) (20)  Negative  Declaration 

CEQA  STATUS:  Section  15301  Categorical  Exemption 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Has  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  3.31  & 3.32 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 
otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference  Competitive  Bid  Process. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _25 

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
Impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE  _25 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 


(4953a/40) 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 


Sonoma  County  Transit  currently  has  an  active  fleet  of  30  buses  of  which  13  are 
1981  - 35*  Flxibles , 3 are  1960  35'  GMC's,  and  15  are  1986  - 40'  Neoplans. 

During  FY  1987-88,  SCT's  peak  vehicle  requirement  will  be  25  buses.  A pending 
federal  grant  would  provide  5 additional  buses  for  replacement  and  expansion 
purposes.  During  1988-89,  the  peak  pull  out  is  expected  to  require  28  coaches 
in-service,  and  4 spares,  for  a total  of  32.  The  purchase  of  five  new  coaches 
would  allow  for  the  planned  retirement  of  the  GMC  coaches  and  provide  to  buses 
for  expansion  purposes.  The  purchase  of  these  vehicles  will  fullfill  SCT's 
option  with  Neoplan  Inc.,  to  provide  coaches  identical  to  those  purchased  in 
1986.  The  new  coaches  will  be  fully  accessible  and  will  aid  in  SCT's  efforts  to 
provide  an  increasing  amount  of  guaranteed  wheelchair  accessible  service. 

SCT  will  replace  coaches  122,  124,  and  133.  A complete  listing  of  SCT's  vehicle 
roster  is  shown  in  figure  3-1  of  the  current  SRTP  update.  The  mileage  of  the 
buses  to  be  replaced  exceed  1,000,000  miles. 


( 4953a /4 1 ) 
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